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93p CoONGRESS }_ SENATE { RerorT
2d Session No. 93-884

AUTHORIZIN G APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR MILI-
TARY PROCUREMENT, AND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, -
AUTHORIZING ACTIVE DUTY, SELECTED RESERVE AND CIVIL-
IAN MANPOWER STRENGTIS AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

MAY 29, 1974.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on Armed]Services,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany S. 3000]

The Committee on Armed Services, to which was referred the bill
(S. 3000) to authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1975 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and research, development,
test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe the author-
ized personnel strength for each active duty component and of the
Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the Armed Forces,
authorization of civilian end strengths for the Department of Defense,
and for other purposes, having considered the same, reports tavorably
thereon with an amendment and recommends that the bill as amended

do pass.
COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

(1) On page 2, line 9, strike out “$339,500,000” and insert in lieu
thereof “$320,300,000.”
(2) On page 2, line 10, strike out “$2,960,600,000” and insert in lieu
therof “$2,862,700,000. .
(3) On page 2, line 11, strike out “$3,496,600,000” and insert in lieu
thereotf the following:
, $3,286,300,000, of which (1) $192,700,000 shall be available
only for the procurement of the A-10 or the A—7D aircraft,
based on the winner of a “fly-off” competition between such
aircraft, as determined by the Secretary of Defense and certi-
fied to the Congress by the Secretary, such funds to be avail-
able within thirty days after certification to Congress
provided no objection is interposed by any of the four au-

(1)
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thorizing or appropriation committees having jurisdiction
over such procurement, and (2) $549,800,000 shall be avail-
able only for procurement in connection with the Airborne
Warning and Control System, and shall be available for that
purpose only if and after the Secretary of Defense determines
and certifies such determination to the Congress that such
system is cost effective and meets the mission needs and
requirements of the Department of Defense, except that the
foregoing certification requirement shall not apply with re-
spetct to the procurement of long lead time items for such
system.
th( 4) f()‘2$ f;)%ggog’()(l)i(?’? b, strike out “$459,200,000” and insert in liew
ercof “$436,500,0007, .
a t55) fO‘% 6151%’00 gog)](;l’g‘ 6, strike out “$620,600,000” and insert in liew
hereo 4,500, .
th(G) fo‘%ﬁal%eo %b gj,ne 7, strike out “$76,000,000” and insert in liew
ereo 4,100,000 .
0 e(133)0 fo‘ﬂB lpib%a f(,)oh(%aog, strike out “$1,610,800,000” and insert in liew
$1,572,400, . .
@ e(rSe)o fO&]; gz§§ (?))6 (])188&’0’ strike out “$3,552,600,000” and insert in lieu
$2,881, .
. (91:)} On pfa‘%eg%)% lg(l)%sol(é)%o%nd 14, strike out “$331,900,000” and insert in
ieu thereo: 300, .
o e(rle?))f ‘(‘)$r}{ 4:1)3618 0360]’1’ne 14, strike out “$80,100,000” and insert in liew
¥ ? -- .
0 érlelo)f %1111 6})8,5;8 (%O]’I’ne 19, strike out “$53,400,000” and insert in leuw
$46,000,0007. .
i e(1'1e20)f ‘(‘)$I§ g)ggg 03(30]’}116 20, strike out “$25,600,000” and insert in liew
1 ? . * 3
thél}ei )f 9%11%5;%9232)) hor(l)% 31, strike out “$1,985,976,000” and insert in lieu
s .
. §J4)tl()n p?%:?séi’lh?%i g gn(g’i), strike out “$3,264,503,000” and insert
1n l1eu thereof “$3,151,042,0007,

(15) On page 4, line 10, strik t 4 ” i i
el thereoflth% foilowing X rike out “§3,518,860,000” and insert in
$3,389,470,000, of which $81,405,000 shall be available only
for research, development, testing, and evaluation in con-
nection with the A-10 aircraft, and shall be available for
that purpose only if such aircraft wins the “fly-off” competi-

tion against the A-TD aircraft. '
o S (?O)f (Zgﬁg%%g ;101(;8’(; 16, strike out “$555,700,000” and insert in lieu
3 ‘) 4 » ) .
" é}go)f 9’?6 Sl)gogg”4, line 24, strike out “785,000” and insert in liew
; ;

0 e(rlfo)f (“);12 ,}:g(g):roe, ,'4, line 25, strike out “740,380” and insert in liew

t]'le(rlgo)f (‘?1119 2]?5(%2’.5, line 1, strike out “196,398” and insert in liew

" é?&)f (‘?éll 5]_’3&%%.5, line 2, strike out “530,345” and insert in lieu
(21) On page 5, after line 2, add the following:
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SEc. 302, (a) It is the sense of the Congress that the United
States military forces in Europe have an excessive number
of headquarters and noncombat military personnel relative
to the number of combat personnel located in Europe. There-
fore, the noncombat component of the total authorized Army
strength in Iurope shall be reduced by an amount not less:
than 20 per centum of the noncombat component strength
authorized as of June 30, 1974, Such reduction shall be com-
pleted not later than June 80, 1976, and not less than 50 per
centum of such reduction shall be completed on or before
June 30, 1975. The Secretary of Defense may take action to
increase the combat component strength of the Army in
Kurope by restructuring the various combat and support ele-
ments of these forces and by obtaining from other North
Atlantic Treaty Organization countries as much logistical
support as possible for United States forces in Kurope.
Except in the event of imminent hostilities in Kurope, the
amount of such increase in United States Army combat
strength shall not exceed the number of noncombat military
personnel that are reduced by this section. For purposes of
this section, the combat component of the Army in Europe in-
cludes only the infantry, cavalry, artillery, armored, air de-
fense, and missile combat units of battalion or smaller size.
The Secretary of Defense shall report semiannually to the
Congress on all actions taken to improve the combat propor-
tion of United States forces in Eyrope. The first report shall
be submitted not later than January 31, 1975.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall undertake a specific as-
sessment, of the costs and loss of nonnuelear combat cffective-
ness of the military forces of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization countries caused by the failure of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization members, including the United
States, to standardize weapons systems, ammunition, fuel,
and other military impediments for land, air, and naval
forces. The Secretary of Defense shall also develop a list of
standardization actions that would improve the overall North
Atlantic Treaty Organization nonnuclear defense capability
or that would save resources for the alliance as a whole. Te
shall evaluate the relative priority and cffect of ‘each such ac-
tion. The Sccretary shall cause these assessments and evalu-
ations to be brought before the appropriate North Atlantie
Treaty Organization bodics in order that the specific actions
and recommendations can become an integral part of the over-
all North Atlantic Treaty Organization review of force goals:
and devclopment of force plans. The Sceretary of Defense
shall report semiannually to the Congress on the specific as-
sessments made under the above provisions as well as the re-
sults achieved with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
allies. The first such report shall be submitted to Congress not
later than January 31, 1975.

(¢) The total number of United States tactical nuclear
warheads located in JSurope on the date of enactment of this
Act shall not be increased except in the event of imminent hos-

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07.: CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3

tilities in Europe. The Secretary of Defense shall study the
overall concept for use of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe;
how the use of such weapons relates to deterrence and to a
strong conventional defense; reductions in the number and
type of nuclear warheads which are not essential for the de-
fense structure for Western Europe; and the steps that can be
taken to develop a rational and coordinated nuclear posture
by ‘the North Atlantic Treaty Organization Alliance that is
_consistent with proper emphasis c¢n conventional defense
forces. The Secretary of Defense shall report to the Commit-
- " tees on Armed Services of the Senatz and the House of Rep-
resentatives on the results of the above study on or before
April 1, 1975, In addition, beginning on Septernber 1, 1974,
the Secretary of Defense shall report semiannually to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the Touse
of Representatives on the number, type, and purpose of United
States tactical nuclear warheads located in Jurope.

Skc. 303. It is declared to be the policy of Congress that
any increase in the ratio of aircrew to aircraft for the stra-
tegic airlift mission of the Air Forvee above the present ratio
of 2.00 active duty crewmembers and 1.25 Reserve Iforce
crewmembers per aircraft should be achieved through the
components of the Selected Reserve snd not by increasing the
active duty force level of the Air Force. To carry out such
policy the Secretary of Defense is directed to formulate a
plan to increase the strategic airlift crew ratio per aircraft
to the required levels by utilizing jointly the resources of the
Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve. Such plan
shall specifically include: (1) restructuring the missions of
Air National Guard units so as to retain an effective stra-
tegic airlift capability within the Air National Guard and the
Air Force Reserve; (2) the utilization of Air National Guard
units now in existence so as to avoid the loss of existing skills
in those units; (8) alternatives, including, but not limited to,
transfer, rotation, “hybridization,” and “association,” for
making available to the Air National Guard and the Air
Force Reserve strategic airlift aireraft in numbers sufficient
to support an effective capability; (4) a test of the “hybrid
concept” for Air National Guard units in the strategic airlift
role using C-5 or C-141 aircraft at riot less than two existing
Air National Guard facilities. The Secretary shall submit his
plan to the Congress not later than ninety days after the date
of enactment of this Aet, and before the Implementation
thereof, together with an evaluation of such plan, the pro-
posed schedule for its implementation, and such recommenda-
tions for legislative action relating to the subject matter of
this section as he may deem appropriate.

(22) On page 9, line 10, strike out ““379,848” and insert in lieu
thereof “390,000”,
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h(23)f ‘(‘:)n page 9, line 11, strike out “215 8427 and 1nsert in lieu
thereof “220,0007.

(24) On p page 9, line 12, strike out “107,526” and 1nsert in lien
thereof 110,000 '

(25)f On page 9, line 15, strike out “89,128” and insert 111 lieu
thereof #93,412”,

, (26)f 9n page 10, line 15, strike out “358,717” and insert in lieu™
thercof “335,400”.
h(27 )f Qn page 10, line 18, strike out “828,529” and insert in lieu
thereof “313,200”.
, (2 )f 9n page 10, line 19, strike out “269,709” and insert in heu
thereof “261,300”.

(29)f O7n page 10, line 22, strike out “75,372” and insert in 11911'
thereof “72,8007.

(30) On page 11, line 10, begmnlng with the word “program” strike
out all down throuOh the Word “when” in line 17, and insert in lieu
thereof the followmg ‘program. Whenever”.

(81) On page 12, beginning with line 1, strike out all down through
line 11 on page 12 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 502. It is the sense of Congress that the Department of
Defense shall use the least costly form of manpower that is
consistent with military requirements and other needs of the
Department of Defense. Therefore, in developing the annual
manpower authorization requests to the Congress and in
carrying out manpower policies, the Secrctary of Defense
shall, in particular, consider the advantages of the conver-
sion of jobs performed by military pcrsonnel to civilian em-
ployees and vice versa. A full justification of conversions from
one form of manpower to another, included in the authoriza-
tion requests, shall be contained in the annual manpower re-
quirements report to the Congress required by section 138(c)
(3) of title 10, United States Code.

(32) On page 13, line 3, immediately after “Sec. 601.” insert “(a)”.
(33) On page 13, Tine 7, after “Army,” insert “97,368”,

(34) On page 13, line 8, after “Navy,” insert “71 279”

(35) On page 13, line 9, after “Marine Corps,” insert “26,262”,
(36) On page 13, line 10, after “Air Force,” insert “52,900”.

(37) On page 13 line 12, after “States,” insert “12, 1117,

(38) On page 13 line 13, after “Army Reserve,” insert “6,673”,
(39) On page 13, Tine 14, after “Naval Roser ve,” insert “2,5 367,

(40) On page 13, Tine 15, after “Reserve,” insert “8,408”,

(41) On page 1‘3 line 17 after “States,” insert “2, 3597,

(42) On page 10, line 18, after “Air Force Reselve,” insert “1, 126”
(43) On page 13, after line 18, add the following :

(b) The average military training student loads for the
Army, the Navy, “the Marine Corps, “and the Air Force and
the Reserve components prescribed in subsection (a) of this
section for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, shall be ad-
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justed consistent with the manpower strengths provided in
title TTT, title 1V, and title V of th's Act. Such adjustment
shall be apportioned among the Armry, the Navy, the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve Components in such
manner as the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe.

(44) On page 14, beginning with line 6, strike out all down through
line 19 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

Sre. 701, (a) Paragraph (1) of section 401(a) of Public
Law 89-367, approved March 15, 1966 (80 Stat. 37), as
amended, 1s amended to read as follows:

*(1) There is anthorized to be appropriated as a single
appropriation to the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975, the sum of $900,000,000, including
$212,300,000 for procurement of aireraft, missiles, tracked
combat vehicles, and other weapons, to support South Viet-
namese military forces. Such appropriation shall be adminis-
tered and accounted for as one fund and may be obligated
only by the issuance of orders by the Secrctary of Defense
for such support. Funds appropriated pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be deemed: obligated at the time the Secretary of
Defense issues orders authorizing support of any kind to
South Vietnamese military forces. No support herein author-
ized may be made available in any manner unless pursuant
to a specific order issued by the Secretary.”

(b) That portion of paragraph (2) of such section 401 (a)
which precedes clause (A) is amended to read as follows:

“(2) No defense article may be furnished to the South
Vietnamese forces with funds authorized for the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States under this or any other
Aet unless the Government of the Reoublic of South Vietnam
shall have agreed that—".

{¢) Section 401 of such Public Law 89-367 is amended by
striking out subsections (b), (¢), and (d) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“(b) No funds authorized by this or any other Act to or
for use by the Department of Defense may be obligated in
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, for support of South
Vietnamese military forces in any amount in excess of the
amount of $900,000,000.

“(¢) Any obligation incurred against funds authorized
under this section shall, in the case of nonexcess materials
and supplies furnished from the inventory of the Depart-
ment of Defense, be equal to the replacement cost thereof at
the time such obligation is ineurred, and in the case of excess
materials and supplies, be equal to the actual value thereof at
the time such obligation is incurred.
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“(d) No funds authorized by this section may be used in
any way to support Vietnamese or other forces in actions de-
signed to provide military support and assistance to the Gov-
ernment of Cambodia or Laos.

“(e) Within 30 days after the end of cach quarter of the
fiscal year, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of
TRepresentatives a written report regarding actual obligations
incurred against funds appropriated pursuant to this sec-
tion. Such report shall indieate the different purposes for
which such obligations were incurred and the amounts there-
of, togethor with such other information as the Seceretary
determines appropriate.” :

Ske. 702. Subsection (b) of section 7807 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
no naval vessel in excess of 2,000 tons or less than 20 years
of age may be sold, leased, granted, loaned, bartered, trans-
ferred, or otherwise disposed of unless the disposition thereof
has been approved by law cnacted after such date of
enactment. )

“(2) After the date of enactment of this paragraph, an
naval vessel not subject to the provisions of paragraph (1
may be sold, leased, granted, loaned, bartered, transterred,
or otherwise disposed of in accordance with applicable pro-
visions of law only -after the Secretary of the Navy, or his
designec, has notified the Committees on Armed Services of
the Senate and the House of Representatives in writing of the .
proposed disposition and 30 days of continuous session of
Congress have expired following the date on which notice
was. transmitted to such committecs. For purposes of this
paragraph, the continuity of a session of Congress is broken
only by an adjournment of the Congress sine die, and the
days on which cither House is not in session because of an
adjournment of more than 3 days to a day certain are ex-
cluded in the computation of such 30-day period.”

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

This bill would:

(1) Authorize appropriations during fiscal year 1975 for (a)
major procurement and (b) rescarch, development, test, and eval-
uation by the Department of Defenso; .

(2) Continue for fiscal year 1975 the authority for military
assistance financing for South Vietnam in the form of a newly
required separate appropriation account;
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(3) Authorize the personnel end strength for each military
active duty component of the Armed Forces for fiscal year 1975;

(4) Authorize the annual average military training student
load for each of the active and reserve components of the Armed
Forces for fiscal year 1975;

(6) Authorize the personnel strengths for fiscal year 1975 for
the Selected Reserve of each of the Reserve components of the
Armed Forces;

(6) Authorize civilian end strengths for fiscal year 1975 for
the Department of Defense;

(7) Impose certain limitations with regard to specific procure-
ment actions and manpower strengths, provide certain additional
legislative authority, and for other purposes.

PERCENTAGE REDUCTIONS

Percentage Funds Reduction Overall--5.5%, From Request

The committee recommends authorization of appropriations in the
amount of $21,859,712,000, & net reduction of $1,270,427,000 from the
request of $23,130,139,000. This is a 5.5 percent reduction from the

request as follows:
[Dollar amounts in millions}

Senate

committee Percent

recommen- reduction

Request dation Difference of request

Procurement. .. e $13,805. | $12,907.3 $897.8 6.5
RD.T. & B i 9,325.) 8,952.4 372.6 4.0
Total . s 23,130. | 21,859.7 —1,270.4 -5.5

Note: Senate committee recommendation includes $212,000,000 for Military Assistance Service Funded jtems (sec. 701).

House Action on Funds Authorization

For information, the committee recommendation of $21.9 billion is
$783.2 million below the authorization recommended by the House
Armed Services Committee. The recornmended changes proposed
by the Ilouse Armed Services Committec have been identified in the
charts in this report for information only.

Percentage Manpower Reductions Overall—2%, Active Duty Mili-
tary and 49, Civilian From Request

The committee recommends authorization of an active duty military
end strength of 2,103,100, a net reduction of 49,000, or abour 29,
from the request of 2,152,100. The committee recomraends authoriza~
tion of a civilian end strength of 982,700, a net reduction of 44,600, or
about 4%, from the request of 1,027,300.

House Action on Manpower Authorization—Active Duty and
Civilian

For information, the committee recommendation of 2,103,100
active duty end strength is 46,200 below the authorization recom-
mended by the House Armed Services Committee. The committee
recommendation of 982,700 civilian end strength is £9,600 below the
authorization recommended by the House Armed Services Committee.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FiscaL YEAR 1975 AUTHORIZATION
BiLL—SuMMaRY BY Major WEAPON CATEGORY

ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE AND DEFENSE AGEN CIES

[Amount in thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Senate
year 1974
Fiscal program Fiscal House Change
year 1973 (appro- year 1975 author- from Recom-
program printed) . request ized request mended
Aircraft:
Army.. 114, 400 138,400 339, 500 335,000  —19,200 320, 300

Navy and Marine Corps oD 2,974,100 2,722,700 2,960,600 2,064,100 —97,900 2, 862, 700
Alr F'Oree.ceremnun- 2,630,800 2,720,400 3,496,600 3,391,400 —210,300 3, 286, 300

Subtotal 5,728,300 5,581,500 6,796,700 6,690,500 —327,400 6,469,300
Missiles:

526, 100 459, 200 439,400 —22,700 436, 500
674, 800 620, 60O 620,600  --18,900 634, 500

- 32,300 78, 000 76, 000 —1, 900 74,100
Alr FOree e maummaamarmcmcncaam- 1,393,300 1,610,800 1,616,800 —38, 400 1, 572, 400
Subtotal e ceceaieme - 3,106,400 2,525,500 2,766,600 2, 746, 800 —49, 100 2,717, 500
Naval vessels: NavVy-cocerocaaaann 2,062,400 3,468,100 3,562,600 3, 539,100 —681, 600 2, 881, 000
Tracked combat vehicles:
AITNY e mccmmmamam e mmmmm 198, 900 179, 600 331, 900 321, 200 —38, 600 293, 300
Marine Corps.cococcammvmcanaran 49, 700 46, 200 80, 100 74,200 —5, 900 74, 200
Subtotal. oo ecemmameaaaaees 248, 600 225, 800 412, 000 895,400  —44,500 367, 500
Torpedoes: Navy.co-caceemcaana- 106, 400 198, 000 187, 700 187,700 o eeeeenae 187,700
Other weapons: E
Tmy. 43, 900 44, 700 63, 400 56, 700 —7,400 ° 46, 000
Navy.. 37,900 27,900 25, 600 26, 600 —100 25, 500
Marine Cor 1,300 700 500 500 _eeeeeaee 500
Subtotal.ccacvccmmaecemcmrenae 83,100 73,300 79, 500 81, 800 —7,600 . 72, 000
Total procurement . ... ... 12,325,200 12,072,200 13,805,100 13, 641,300 1,110,100 12,695,000
Research, development, test and ’
evaluation:
Army Lo iammeaae 1,884,550 1,912,100 1,985, 976 1,878,397 —110,733 1,875,243

(611749 +1:) 1 I 2,546,004 2,664,406 3,264,503 3,163,006 —113,461 3, 151,042

_ 3,120,040 3,042,000 3,518,860 3,469,760 —120,390 3,389,470

Defense agencies.... e 446,311 457, 900 528, 700 486,500  —19,043 509, 667
Test and evaluation, Defense. - . 27,000 24, 600 27, 000 25,000 ooooonaan 21,000

Total, R.D.T. & E24 _________ 8,022,905 8,091,005 9,325,039 9,001,663 —372,627 8,952,412

Grand total procurement and [
RD.T. &E32 e 20,348,105 20,163,205 23,130,139 22,642,963 —1,482,727 21,647,412

1 Includes $3,300,000 in fiscal yoar 1974 current program which is proposed for transfer from procurement.
3 Tncludes $28,800,000 in fiscal year 1974 current program. which is proposed for transfer from procurement.
3 Includes special forcign currency program for Navy under R.D.T., & E. appropriation,

4 Exeludes FY 1974 Supplemental Authorization. )

NOTE: Does not include $212,300,000 in Title VII for procurement authorization for South Vietnam.

81-683—74——2
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MAJOR CHANGES BY SENATE COMMITTEE

This report discusses in detail all of the various changes recom-
mended by the committee on all aspects of the bill. The following is a
list of the more significant changes being recoramended by the
committec.

Major Funding Changes

Procuremert

Deletion of Military Assistance Service Funded Program From
Title I—Procurement

Funds in the amount of $287.3 million have been deleted from
various accounts in Title I-——Procurement. The MASE program
authority and amount are contained in Section 701 of this bill.
Reduction of funds for Army AH-1Q attack helicopter

Reduction of 15 helicopters and $12.5 million from request of 21

helicopters for $27.5 million, and $4.5 million reduction for A1
modifications.
Deletion of procurement funds for Marine Corps A<M aircraft
Denial of $58.1 million requested for 24 A—4M aircraft and initial
spares.
Addition of procurement funds for Air Force F~111F aircraft
Inclusion of $220.5 million for continued production of 12 F-111F
aircraft plus long lead funds for a subsequent buy.
Denial of Civil Reserve Airlift Fleet modifications
Denial of $155 million proposed for modification of civilian aircraft
for cargo capability.
Reduction of funds for C-141 stretch modification
¥ Reduction of $19 million (from $50 million to $31 million) for C-141
stretch modification program.
Reduction of funds for Air Force Maverick missile
Reduction of $30.3 million (from $88.0 million to $57.7 million)
for procurement of Maverick missiles.
Denial of one nuclear attack submarine

Denial of $167.5 million for construction of one SSN—6S8 class
nuclear type submarine.

(10)
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Denial of funds for Sea Control Ship
SlDenial of $142.9 million for full funding of the first Sea Countrol
hip.
Reduction of funds for Patrol Frigate
Reduction of four of the seven Patrol Frigates for a reduction of
$250.5 million. :
Denial of funds for Destroyer Tender
Denial of request.of $116.7 million for one Destroyer Tender.

Denial of funds for Army armored scout vehicle

Denial of $25.3 million request for procurement funds to initiate
production of the armored scout vehicle.

Research and Development

Reduction in R&D funds for Air Force B-1 development
Reduction of $44 million from $499 million requested denied a fourth
prototype and limited the program to three prototype aircraflt to
support flight testing and technical progress before further Congres-
sional action.
Net increase of funds for Navy Trident program
Tnerease of $24.8 million for construction of Trident submarines
because this amount was denied, without prejudice, in the Senate
version of the fiscal year 1974 supplemental. Docrease of $15 million
in Trident missile R&D which is excess to fiscal yoar 1975 requirements.
Reduction of R&D funds for Army Heavy Lift Helicopter

Reduction of $21.2 million from $57.7 million requested reflects
denial of a sccondary prototype and related maintainability and relia-
bility as being premature, because this program is approved only for
advanced development to prove out the technology.

Reduction in Army Site Defense program

Reduction of $50 million from request for $160 million to reorient
program from prototype demonstration to technology.
Denial of R&D funds for Army Pershing II missile

Deletion of $11.2 million requested because separate radar area
correlation development and flight test in airplane should first be
completed and overall study of tactical nuclear needs in Europe
required.
Reduction of R&D funds for Navy Surface Effect Ship

Reduction of $12.2 million from $58.0 million requested due to late
start of 2000 ton contract design.
Deletion of R&D funds for Improved Ballistic Missile Submarine
Deletion of $16 million requested because initiation of SSBN-X is
premature.
Reduction of R&D funds for Air Force Advanced Tanker/Cargo
Aircraft
Reduction of $15.5 million of $20 million requested because of late
.start of program and need for results of competitive studies.
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Major Manpower Changes—From Request

Reduction of Army Active Duty Military Strength

Reduction of 16,700 from the Army requested FY 1975 end strength
of 785,000, all to be taken from non-combdat units. Included are redue-
tions in overseas headquarters and non-combat units, training com-
mand overhead and staffs, base operating support manning, medical
support persoonel and a denial oip increases for non-combat units in
Army general purpose forces.

Reduction of Navy Active Duty Military Strength

Reduction of 13,400 from the Navy requested FY 1975 end strength
of 540,000, all to be taken from non-combat units. Ircluded are reduc-
tions in training staffs and overhead, base operating support, medical
support personnel and overseas headquarters and ron-combat units.

Reduction of Marine Corps Active Duty Military Strength

Reduction of 3,600 from the Marine Corps requested FY 1975 end
strength of 196,400. Included are reductions in training staffs and
overhead, overseas headquarters armed combat units, and a denial
of the full increase in divisional manning levels.

Reduction of Air Force Active Duty Military Strength

Reduction of 15,300 from the Air Force requested FY 1975 end
strength of 630,300. Included are reductions in strategic airlift man-
ning levels, staffs and overhead in training commands, overseas
headquarters and non-combat units, and medical support personnel.

Reduction of Army Civilian Strength

A reduction of 23,300 from the Army requested FY 1975 end
strength of 358,700. Included is a denial of increases in base operating
support and medical support personnel as well as reductions of civilians
in headquarters and training command staffs and overhead.

Reduction of Navy-Marine Corps Civilian Strength

Reduction of 10,300 from the Navy-Marine Corps requested FY
1975 end strength of 323,500. Included ate reductions in headquarters
civilians, training command staffs and overhead, base operating
support and medical support.
Reduction of Air Force Civilian Strength

Reduction of 8,400 from the Air Force requested FY 1975 end
strength of 269,700. Included are reductions of civilians associated
with airlift increases, base operating support headquarters stafls,
training commands staffs and overhead, and medical support.
Reduction of Defense Agencies Civiliar Strengths

Reduction of 2,600 from the requested K'Y 1975 end strength of
75,400 for Defense Agencies. Included is a denial of increases in
Defense Agencies strength and reducticms in civilian headquarters
personnel.
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Language Changes

Conditions on the Use of Funds for the Procurement of the A-10
or A-7D Aircraft

The committee added language providing $192,700,000 would be
available to the Air Force for either the procurement of the A-10 or
the A—7D aircraft, based on the winner of a fly-off competition between
the two aircraft, to be determined by the Secretary of Defense and
certified to the Congress, and subject to certain other conditions fully
discussed elsewhere in the report.

Condition on the Use of Research and Development Funds for the
A-10 Aircraft
The committee added language providing that the R&D funds
available for the research and development effort for the A-10 aircraft
would be available only for that purpose if the aircraft won the fly-off
competition against the A-7D.

Condition on the Procurement Funds for the Airborne Warning
and Control System (AWACS) .

The committec added language providing that the $549,800,000
would be available for the procurement of the AWACS system only
if the Secretary of Defense determines and certifies to the Congress
that this system is cost effoctive and moets the mission needs and
requirements of the Department of Defense for this program. An
exception for this certification is provided with regard to the procure-
ment of long lead items.

Requirement for the Consideration of the Use of Air Force
Reserve and National Guard for Increased Strategic Airlift
Capability

The committee added language required in connection with the
increased crow ratio for strategic airlilt crews that the Secretary of

Defense formulate plans for using the Reserves of the Air National

Guard and Air Force Reserve, and that he report to the Congress on

several alternatives for achieving this objcctive.

Delelion of Language Permitting Civilian Subslitution of Mili-
tary Personnel in Excess of the Authorized Civilian Personnel
Ceilings

" The committee deleted language in the bill which would have

permitted the civilian substitution of military personnel in excess of

the authorized civilian personnel ceilings.

Additional Language Providing for Appropriate Study of Both
Military and Civilian Job Conversions
The committee added language providing that the Secretary of
Defense, in submitting his annual manpower requircments to the
Congress, will consider the conversion of both military jobs to civilian,
and vice versa, with a full justification of each form of conversion .
being contained in the annual report.
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New Requirement for a Separate Appropriation Account for
Assistance to Southeast Asia.

The committee deleted the proposed Janguage which, as in the past
years, would have authorized funds out cf the regular military accounts
for military assistance to South Vietnami.

The committee added language authorizing money in a single and
separate appropriation for the support of South Vietnamese forces for
FY 1975. Further language was authorized placing a ceiling on the
total funds which might be used for this purpose, as well as certain
other limitations.

Mandatory Reduction of Non-Combuatant Personnel in Europe
With Permissive Authority for Adding the Same Number in
Combatant Categories

The committee adopted an amendment providing that the number
of non-combatant personnel Army strength in Europe would, as a
matter of law, be reduced by not less than 20 percent by June 30,
1976. Further, language was added providing that the Sccretary of
Defense, on a permissive basis, could increase the combatant strength
of the Army in Europe by the same nuraber.

Standardization of Weaponsin NATO

The committee added language which requires the Secretary of
Defense to undertake actions which will improve the standardization
of non-nuclear weapons among the entire NATO aliiance.

Freeze on the Number of U.S. Tactical and Nuclear Warheads in
Europe

The committee added language providing that the total number of
United States tactical nuclear warheads located in Furope on the date
of enactment of this bill will not be increased except in the event of
imminent hostilities in Europe. Further, language was included which
requires a study of the overall concept of the use of such weapons,
together with certain other actions to be taken.

Language on the Transfer of Naval Vessels

The committee added language which requires the approval in law
of any transfer of naval vessels in excess of 2,000 tons, or less than 20
vears of age. Further language was added which requires the notifica-
tion of the committees of Congress with respect to any naval vessel
not subject to the foregoing requiremenss,
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OBSERVATIONS RELATIVE TO BILL

Basic Considerations

Congress, in its annual consideration of the military procurement
authorization bill, must always legislate for an uncertain future.
Long lead-times for sophisticated weapon systems require that
programs must be authorized now if weapons are to be available
when they may be needed as many as ten years hence.

This year consideration of the military procurement bill has been
further “shadowed by other uncertainties which exist here in the
United States as well as in the ficld of international affairs. These
uncertainties make it increasingly difficult to make judgments as to
what weapons will cost and to make decisions as to whether and when
they will be needed.

In these deliberations, the question of whether a costly weapon will
be needed is not answered simply by whether the weapon will ever be
used against an enemy. In a variety of possible conventional con-
frontations, as in the strategic power balance, the goal is a force
strong enough to deter aggressive acts by any enemy.

The inflationary trend, which is the central feature of today’s
economy will, if it continues, materially inflate defense costs, for
weapons and for manpower. In the relatively unsophisticated produc-~
tion of Navy ships, for example, the Navy experienced a seven percent
cost escalation this year. Manpower costs have escalated eight percent
in that period. Inflation has, of course, contributed to both these
increases.

The Armed Services Committee’s decision-making as to what is
needed for defense cannot be driven solely by these economic factors.
On the other hand, the committee cannot and should not ignore them.
in its force planning for the future.

In the international arena, relations have been improved with the
Soviet Union and with the Peoples Republic of China. High hopes
are entertained for negotiations which seek to reduce the risk of an
Bast-West confrontation in several areas—Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT) and Mutual Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) to
name only two.

The committee is, of course, mindful of these negotiations which
could, if successful, affect our force makeup in future years. Clearly, -
however, the first responsibility of Congress now, in this period of
uncertainty, is to authorize weapons and force levels suflicient to
deter a broad range of military threats which could develop in future

ears. ‘
Y At a time when the Soviet Union is expanding both its strategic
and conventional power and reach, Congress must discharge their
responsibility wisely. Whatever the future uncertainties, the military
procurement decisions this year, as in the past, must reflect present
realities and current power trends.

(15)
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These decisions, if made wisely, can contribute to progress in in-
ternational understanding. Credible deterrence mneed not impair
detente. Indeed, if mutually accepted and understood, it may help
to foster a climate in which a true deterite can thrive.

What the Bill Covers

The Military Procurement Authorization Bill, enacted yearly
since 1960, originated as a Procurement Bill. At first it was confined
to authorizations for procurement of major weapons systerns. In the
intervening years, however, the bill has been amended no less than
nine times, and its scope has been greatly broadened.

This bill, for Fiscal 1975, includes seven titles covering procure-
ment, research and development, active duty manpower, reserve
forces, civilian manpower, military training student loads, and general
provisions. The title on civilian strength for the services and defense
agencies appears this year for the first time.

The committee notes that, as the scope of the Bill has broadened
over the years, the responsibilities of the committee have greatly
mncreased and the congressional stewardship over the government’s
largest Department has been exercised with ever increasing care.

Weapons, Manpower and Money

The committee must again stress, as it has in the past three years,
its concern that the escalating cost of weapon systems and manpower
is keeping the defense budget at a consistently high level, a high level
which buys fewer weapons and less manpower with each passing year.
This year the concern is expressed with a real sense of urgency, as the
United States is in the grip of the worst inflation since World War IL.

Inflation is not the only cause of a requested defense budget which
is $7.5 billion higher than the fiscal year 1974 request and nearly $100
billion when the fiscal year 1974 supplemental request is included.
Far too much of the increased cost is directly attributable to poor
program management.

The committee has drawn attention to this problem before and is
glad to note that the Department of Defense has begun to move
toward more efficient program management with marked improve-
ment now visible in some areas. But, at today’s prices, it is more im-
portant than ever that improvement continue because every dollar
wasted by inefficiency is one dollar less spent in a real sense for national
defense.

Today’s prices also require better use of every soldier, sailor, air-
man, Marine, and civilian. With manpower estimated to cost $52.5
billion in fiscal year 1975, we must leain to think in terms of cost
effectiveness of people as well as of weapon systerns.

The Senate Armed Services Committee, in dealing with defense
authorization each year, does not operate in a vacuum. Defense pro-
grams, along with other programs in the Federal budget, are paid for
by American tax dollars. Every procurement item, every R&D item,
and the salaries of all military and civilian personnel of the Depart-
ment of Defense must be paid for by American tax dollars; and, as is
well known, the demands for use of American tax dollars is growing
greater daily.

Interest to be paid on the national debt mounts hourly, with the
national debt itself $469 billion. The budget of this country has only
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been balanced 4 times in the last 20 years. The staggering national
debt is an oblication of the U.S. Government, as is $137 billion in
military retired pay, $164 billion in Social Security and railroad
retirement, and $68 billion in Civil Service retired pay, all of which
are accrued obligations that must be paid somewhere down the line.

There is, of course, a whole speetrum of opinion on national spending
priorities. This committee. believes that a strong national defense
is the first priority because it provides the nation with an underpinning
of security that makes progress on other priorities possible.

In this situation, however, money for defense or any other area must
be spent as prudently as possible. The committee believes defense
spending should be based on the perceived requirement, although dif-
ferences of opinion in perception always exist. And the committee
recognizes that requirements and assessments of requirements can
change overnight.

In the 14 months since the last American troops came home from
Vietnam, there has been talk of world peace and, indeed, movement
toward detente between East and West, But, the suddenness with
which the Middle East war broke upon the world in October of 1973
serves as a dramatic reminder that the status quo is often the least
likely shape of the future.

MONITORING THE PROGRESS OF MAJOR WEAPON
SYSTEMS ACQUISITION

The committee has continued to monitor the progress of the ac-
quisition of selected major weapon systems through a quarterly re-
porting system established by the committee in 1969. The committee,
as of the last report period, received 46 reports on major systems with
projected funding requirements of $128.1 billion. The committee has
requested some improvements in the format and detailed information
in the report and recognizes that there are possible additional changes
that can be made. The committee emphasizes, however, that the
quarterly reports in this system are for the committees purposes of
monitoring the progress of the weapon system acquisition and as such
are not expected to contain all the information that would be necded to
manage the program. The committee has no desire to get into the busi-
ness of managing the Department of Pefense programs, but the com-
mittee does have the responsibility for congressional oversight of these
programs. As further information is needed, the committee will re-
quest this data, after reviewing the quarterly reports, from the pro-
gram office concerned.

The committee has beén concerned with the reporting of inflation on
major weapon systems and the impact of projected inflation rates on
the program costs. The committee is of the opinion that a realistic
inflation projection should be considered in estimating weapon system
cost. At the same time inflation reporting should not become a means
of circumventing an analysis of management performance. For in-
stance, the committce understands that actual and projected in-
flation as applied to the basic program that was initially presented to
the committee is beyond the direct control of the Defense Department.
Hence, such inflation should be recognized as an independent cost
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variable. The committee, however, does not, expect that added pro-
gram costs caused by program slippagzes and delays or subsequent
quantity changes, for example, should be obscured through inflation
reporting. Tt is the management of the program itself that caused the
program revision and, therefore, should be charged with any increased
cost. In other words, if the program were to continue on the basic
course presented to the committee, the inflation inherent in program
revisions would not be incurred. This approach is considered by the
committee as a part of the program analysis and shculd not be lumped
as an inflation 1ssue. The committee staff has been talking with the
Defense Department as to how this inflation should be presented,
however, at this time there has been no format presented by the
Defense Department that has been agreed to by the committee.

The committee is also concerned with the manner of presentation
of some of the major weapon programs such as the Trident and the B—1
and has requested the Department of Defense to make improvements
in these reports. It is through this reporting means that the committeo
is keeping close track of the progress of these major weapon systems
and monitoring cost data during its deliberations on the authorization
request.

Weapon Acquisition

The committee has, in recent years commented or. the acquisition of
major weapon systems. The committee has reported its concern for the
high cost of major weapon systems, for excessive concurrency in the
procurement of weapon systems, for procurement practices of the
Department of Defense, for contracting processes for major weapon
systems, for the testing of major weapon systems, and for other areas
of the complicated process of weapon system acquisition.

The committee has taken some action with regard to these areas of
cconcern through reducing budget requests where the CONCUTTeNCy was
considered too great, insisting on contractual actions in selected cases
before authorizing funds, requiring more operational testing before
full procurement of major systems as well as continued review and
comment on procurement practices of the Department of Defense.

The committee is encouraged by the Defense Department’s action
to reduce the high cost of major weapon systems through the design
to cost concept in weapon procurement as well as the high-low of
weapon mix, particularly in the aircraft area.

The committee is further encouraged by the action of the Army
in some cases, in reviewing and reconsidering programs where the
design to cost was reaching the maximum consideration. The com-
mittee remains concerned, however, with implementing these new
concepts throughout the services. A major trial ares is in the new
lightweight fighter programs intended to complement, the expensive

—14 and F-15 aircraft programs. The committee will follow carefully
the progress that the Defense Department can achieve.

In addition to its regard for the high cost of major weapon systems,
the committee is also concerned with the high' cost of supporting
these systems. The committee has continually been advised that one
of the reasons for the higher cost for weapon systems is the improve-
ments made in the quality and reliability of the components. The com-
mittee notes, however, that the Defense Department has requested
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supplemental funding to build more adequate stocks of spare parts and
components necessary to reverse the downward trend in aircraft
operational readiness. The committee also notes Navy testimony for
FY 1975 used the exact wording testified in support of the F'Y 1974
budget to assert that spares and repair parts availability is deficient at
the present time. The committee has found for exam le, that based
on actual usage reliability of selected components OF some aircraft
is significantly less than expected by either the Navy or the con-
“tractor resulting in increased requirements and cost of spare parts
support. The committee requests the Department of Defense to
conduct an offoctive and forceful review of these high support costs
and provide the committee with some reasonable explanation as to
why the reliability and support costs of major components is not in
all cases as projected and planned.
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ASPECTS OF BILL OF SPECIAL INTEREST

Strategic Initiatives—Research and Development

Defense Department Proposal

Both in his testimony before the committee and his posture state-
ment, Secretary Schlesinger presented a thoughtful, comprehensive
analysis of U.S. strategic policy. One of Secretary Schlesinger’s major
themes was the importance of strategic dexibility. While pointing out .
the importance of the assured destruction mission, Secretary
Schlesinger highlighted its limitations, stressing, in particular, that
the President must have a full range of strategic options to cover a
variety of contingencies. The Secretary argued strongly that the
United States must not limit its strategic objectives to the threat to
destroy millions of innocent civilians as the sole—or even the princi-
pal—response to potential Soviet actions.

To provide for a necessary range of options, Secretary Schlesinger
announced a new emphasisin targeting policy. As outlined to the com-
mittee, this emphasis in targeting doctrine does not represent a major
departure from past U.S. policy. Indeed it is consistent with the
committee’s longstanding conviction that the United States must
have the capability to destroy a variety of selected targets, military
and civilian, if and when necessary.

In addition, several new R&D programs have been proposed in an
effort to develop a broader range of strategic options. The following
programs have been proposed:

Navy:

Submarine Launched Cruise Missile 7
Terminally Guided Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle

Air Force:

Air Launched Cruise Missile

Mobile Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

Improved Yield for Minuteman

Improved Accuracy for Minutemen ‘
Increased Number of Minuteman Reentry Vehicles

According to Secretary Schlesinger, these specific R&D programs in
large measure represent hedges agains{ the potential growth and
development of Soviet strategic forces as well as the outcome of
SALT II.

Finally, Secretary Schlesinger reported to the committee on the
relentless momentum of Soviet strategic weapons development. As
Secretary Schlesinger declared in his posture statement, “In summary,
the new Soviet I(%BM program represents a truly massive effort—
four new missiles, new bus-type dispensing systems, new MIRVed
payloads, new guidance, new-type sﬂE)s, new launch techniques, and
probably new warheads.”’” The breadth snd depth of the new Soviet
missile development is both surprising and disturbing.

(20)
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Committee Action

In assessing the strategic initiatives proposed by the Defense
Department, the committee shares a fundamental commitment to
the principles of deterrence and to the maintenance of a U.S-U.S.S.R.
strategic balance based upon parity. Although making some minor
dollar reductions, the committee felt that the new strategic initiatives
were necessary to maintain and implement these principles and
should be supported.

By its action the committee seeks to insure that the necessary
resources are available to the United States in order to maintain its
technological margin in the face of Soviet strategic advancements.
Under the provisions of the interim agreement on strategic weapons,
Soviet strategic missile forces are numerically superior to our own.
Moreover, they deploy three times the missile throw weight of the
comparable U.S. forces. A vigorous program of research and develop-
ment on the part of the United States is essential to our effort to
maintain the stability of the strategic balance. ,

~ The committee belicves that the strategic programs recommended
to be authorized for fiscal year 1975 are a particularly appropriate
" means of maintaining the technological margin of our strategic missile
forces in a period of rapid Soviet tecnnological development. The
programs are not primarily designed to make numerical additions to
our existing strategic forces. On the contrary, the major thrust of
these research -and development programs is to upgrade our existing
forces so as to enable them to be used with greater discrimination and
with less unintended damage over a broader range of selected options.

Finally, the committee wishes to reaffirm, as it has in the past, its
hope for a successful and stabilizing follow-on agreement at the SALT
negotiations.

The nature and extent of the deployments that these strategic
initiatives will enable us to make will inevitably reflect the outcome of
present and future negotiations at SALT as well as the evolution of
Soviet strategic forces. 1t is worth pointing out that the new strategic
programs now underway in the Soviet Union, which have given rise
to great concern within the committee, have all come to light since
the conclusion of the ABM treaty and the Interim Agreement on
Offensive Weapons. In authorizing these programs, the committee
intends to demonstrate, with unmistakable force and clarity, its
resolve never to allow the Soviets to obtain strategic superiority.
These new R&D programs create the most compelling incentive for
Soviet restraint in the technological exploitation of its numerically
superior strategic forces and for a genuine effort to conclude a
gtabilizing SALT II agreement. .

The Improved Accuracy-Yield Issue

The primary focus in the deliberations on strategic initiatives was
on the issue of whether it was in the best interests of the United States
to improve the accuracy and yield of U.S. missiles. The $77 million
request was as follows: Improved Guidance to increase the accuracy
of the Minuteman force, Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle (MaRV) with
_terminal guidance for increased accuracy of tﬁe Trident missile, and
Mark 12A to increase the yield of the Minuteman force.
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The committee voted to support the proposed aceuracy-yield:
program for a variety of reasons. There were, however, as discussed
below, four principal points upon which a broad consensus was.
achieved.

First, the committee has long been concerned to sustain the techno-
logical excellence of our strategic forces and, wherever possible, te
improve the efficiency of those forces. Improving the accuracy of our
strategic forces enables us to broaden the range of options available to
the President and to minimize the collateral damage associated with a
retaliatory strike in the event that deterrence fails. Moreover, im-
proved accuracy enhances the value of our existing strategic forces by
permitting one strategic launch vehicle to accomplish a strategic
mission that might, with less accurate weapons, require several such
weapons,

Given the growth and development of Soviet strategic forces,
8 deterrent posture based principally on the threat to retaliate
against Soviet civilians, knowing that such a strike would almost
certainty lead to the destruction of millions of American civilians, is
less and less credible. Development of the technology required for a
range of more discriminating—and more credible—responses is, in the-
judgment of the committee, simple prudence.

Second, a purposeful failure to improve the accuracy and yield of our
strategic warheads would be a gratuitous self-constraint. Since the
growth of Soviet strategic forces, expecially that reported to the com-
mittee by Secretary Schlesinger, appears to be accelerating such a
unilateral constraint on our part would give the Soviets the strategic
initiative.

Third, several members emphasized that the development of these
yield and accuracy improvements would not be a commitment to
deployment. At a relatively modest cost, these developments provide
an important hedge against future as wall as developing Soviet pro-
grams in addition to preserving flexibility.

Fourth, the committee was extremely sensitive to the importance of
negotiating from a position of strength in the complex SALT delibera-
tions. In reviewing SALT I it was noted that favorable Congressional
action on the ABM program enabled us to do precisely that. The-
Secretary of Defense will advise the committee of any developments.
affecting Soviet. strategic capabilities, including - the conclusion of
further agreements at SALT, that may bear on the committee’s.
assessment of the strategic initiatives aushorized in this bill.

The committee would also like to stress that these improvements are:
not intended to provide the United States with a first-strike capability.
The committee agrees with Secretary Schlesinger that a principal
feature of United States policy should be, “The avoidance of any
combination of forces that could be taken as an effort to acquire the
ability to execute a first-strike disarming attack against the USSR.””
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Conclusion
In summary, the committee considers that maintaining technological
superiority in strategic weapons, even more so than in other areas of
weaponry, is critical to the future deterrent posture of the United
States. The line of demarcation between research and development
and production is clearly defined. The Soviets have thus far made it
clear that research and development is in no way constrained by the-
agreemonts reached at SALT I. In fact, their own rate of development
nearly underlines this point. Thus, the committee recommends sup~
N pocrtig the strategic initiatives proposed by the Defense Department.

KS
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NAVY FIGHTER AIRCRAFT PROGRAMS

AUTHORIZATION REQUEST AND COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Navy requested F-14 funding of $11.8 million for R&D and
$709.3 million for procurement of 50 F-14A aircraft. The Navy also
requested $34.0 million in R&D to start a VFX lightweight fighter
development program.

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends approval of both programs, but a re-
duction of $22.0 million in the F-14 procurement authorization. This
reduction is made possible because of the sale of F'-14s to Iran, which
has reduced the fiscal year 1975 cost to the Navy by that amount.

Background

A year ago the committee reviewed the F—14 program in great de-
tail because of the fixed price contract problems between the con-
tractor, Grumman, and the Navy. Last year the committee approved in
principle the production plan proposed by Deputy Defense Secretary
Clements, which was to procure 50 F~14As per year in fiscal years 1974
through 1977. This plan would result ir. a production program of 334
F-14As for the Navy and Marine Corps, and outfit 12 Navy squadrons
and 4 Marine Corps squadrons with the plane.

Also proposed last year was an R&D effort to build prototypes of a
stripped-down F-14 and a carrier-suitable F-15 to be the candidate
fighters for the follow-on to the 334 F-14As. The committee rejected
this prototyping proposal due to its high cost and questionable worth.
The committee did recommend that the Navy examine the potential of
a new and smaller fighter to be the successor tothe F-14.

During the past 9 months, the Navy convened a special Fighter
Study group to examine the potential o a “lightweight fighter” type
airplane as well as other alternatives to the F~14A. This group, aided
by design experts in the Navy and by aircraft industry studies, defined
a “VFX” lightweight fighter with excellent combat potential. This air-
plane would weigh about 30,000 pounds at takeoff, have about 30,000
pounds of engine thrust using any of 3 current engine candidates, and
would be armed with Sparrow and Sidewinder missiles and a gun. The
Navy Fighter Study recommended soliciting the aircraft industry for
detailed design evaluations of such a fighter as the next step in its de-
velopment cycle, to be followed by requests for development pro-
posals if these design evaluations confirmed the potential combat ca-
pabilities of the VF X. A major point made by the study group wasthat
this VI X should be optimized asa fighter plane but would have an ox-
cellent ground attack capability as well. Potentially, it could replace
both F-4s and A-7s on Navy attack carriers in the 1980s.

The VFX was endorsed by the Navy’s Air Systems Command and
by the Marine Corps, but the CNO and Navy Secratary proposed to

(24)
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the Secretary of Defense an alternate plan to buy 240 F-14Xs, a
slightly cheaper F-14 without the Phoenix missile, in the late 1970s
and early 1980s. Deputy Secretary Clements rejected this plan and
endorsed a start on a VFAX (as the VFX became known in order to
emphasize its attack potential). Secretary Clements also pointed out
that between 100 and 200 additional F'-14s should be planned for be-
tween 1978 and 1981, when a VFX first would be ready for produc-
11;ioni in order to maintain the Navy and Marine fighter inventory
evels.

- Committee Recommendation on Future Navy Fightef

The committee believes that the Navy wasentirely responsive to com-
mittee direction of a year ago in forming the Navy Iighter Study.
The committee also is impressed with the excellent quality of that study
and with the potential which appears inherent in the VFX, defined by
that group, to be a less expensive but highly capable air superiority
fighter for the 1980s for the Navy and Marines. The committee strongly
recommends that the Navy procecd immediately with the next step
in this program and solicit the aircraft industry for analyses of the
VIX design, as defined by the Navy Fighter Study.

The committee does not find it necessary at this time to accept or
reject a plan for F-14A procurement in FY 1978 or beyond. The F-14
program will be reviewed each year based on the then current situation,
The committee does believe that the VFX program should be started
now so that an F—14 complement or replacement will be available at
the soonest possible time. )

AIR FORCE CLOSE AIR SgP;’];)RT AIRCRAFT: A-10 AND
Authorization Request o o

The Air Force A-10 request was for $98.9 million for R&D. to sup-
port a 10 airplane development program and a total of $173.8 million
for procurement of 26 A-10 aircraft, plus initial spares. No funds
were requested for A-TD procurement.

Committee Recommendation (Procurement and R&D)

The committee recommends authorization of $81.4 million in R&D

for the A-10, a reduction of $12.5 million and 4 R&D funded air-

- planes, and recommends that these funds be available only if the A-10
wins the current “flyoff” between the A-10 and A-7TD. A year ago the
committee rejected a 10 airplane R&D program, and nothing has
happened since to change that position.

With respect to procurement funds, the committee recommends an
increase of $18.7 million and 4 airplanes to the A-10 procurement
authorization by transferring 4 requested airplanes from the R&D
account to the procurement account (the dollar difference results be-
cause production airplanes are fully funded and R&D airplanes are
incrementally funded), and recommends that $192.7 million be avail-
able only for procurement of 80 A-10s or for procurement of A-TDs,
based on the winner of the flyoff between these airplanes. .

31-683—T4—3
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Background on A-7D/A-10 Flyoff

The recommendation for a flyoff between the A-7D and A-10 first
was made by the cominittee’s Special Subcommittee on Close Air
Support in 1972, and was endorsed by this committee in that year. The
reason for the recommendation was the slow speed of the A-10 (origi-
nally the A-X), which raised questions as to its survivabilitv in the
face of modern air defenses composed of SAM missiles and radar-
directed guns.

When the Air Force ignored the recommendation and proceeded
into engineering development on the A-10, followed by a production
funding request a year ago, this committee was instrumental in re-
jecting the production request and insisting that the flvoff be carried
out. The flights in the A-7TD/A-10 flyoff took place hetween April 15
and May 8, 1974, and the report on the flyoff is scheduled to be com-
pleted by June 15. As far as the committee is eoncerned. this flvoff has
the purpose of determining which aireraft is better for the close air
support. mission. The airplane that wins the flyoff is the one that
should be procured.

Committee Position on Close Air Support Requirements

The commiftee believes that elose air subport of ground troops
in combat is a primary mission for the Ai» Forse and one which
deserves a high priority in terms of forze levels and also procurement,
resources. The Army deserves the best possible close air support that
the Air Force can provide.

The committee 1s concerned by one aspect of the Air Force’s force
structure planning. Presently the Air Force has 3 wings of A-7Ds for
the close air support role, but the Air Force plans to reduce this down to
2 wings in the next several vears by phasing out A—7Ds to the Air
National Guard. The plan then is to build up to 4 wings of close air
support_airplanes when the A-10 is introduced in quantitv into the
force. The committee does not envision any interim reduction in re-
quirements to provide close air support to the Army and urges that the
active force retain at least 3 wings of aircraft for this particular mis-
sion area.

F-15

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends authorization of the full Air Force re-
quest for the 715 fighter, $182.6 million in R&D and $756.9 million for
procurement of 72 F-15 aircraft.

Discussion of F-15 Program

The develonment and testing of the F-15 has been proceeding with
excellent results to date. The major problems with engine durability
testing have been resolved, and the production conficuration of the en-
gine has passed its 150-hour qualificaticn tests. Air Force pilots eon-
tinue fo report that the F~15 promises to be an outstanding air superi-
ority fighter,

The production plan for the F-15 was revised by the Secretary of
Defense late in 1973. Originally the Air Force planned to increase the
F-15 production rate in a series of steps and have the FY 1975 air-
planes built at a rate of 12 per month, requiring an FY 1975 total
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procurement of 144 F-15s. The production line then would have re-
mained stable at 12 per month until the programmed quantity of 729
airplanes was procured in FY 1979. The revised plan now calls for a
slower build-up in the monthly rate and an attendant stretch-out of the
production program by 18 months.

The revised production schedule also was predicated on obtaining a
salo of F_15s to Iran in FY 1975. Deliveries of F-15s to Iran would
stabilize the F—15 production line at 9 per month from the FY 1975
through the FY 1977 procurement program. If this sale is not con-
snmmated, however, the F-15 production rate will be decreased for
a two-year period.

The committee belioves it would be unwise and financially unsound
to make such a cutback in F—15 production if the Iranian sale does not’
materialize. The committee recommends that the Air Force program
should be stabilized at the higher 9 per month rafe in that case, which
could be accomplished by delivering the 72 aireraft in FY 1975 over an
8-month period and then programming 108 T-15s in F'Y 1976. '

AWACS

Authorization Request

The request for the AWACS program was for $219.7 million in
R&D to continue development on AWACS, and $549.8 million for’
procurement of the first 12 AWACS production airplancs.

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends that the AWACS request be approved
but that the procurement funds be restricted to be available only for
the AWACS program, subject to a prior certification from the Secre-.
tary of Defense on the capability of the AWACS to perform its mis-.
sion as described more completely in the following paragraphs.

Program Description and Status

AWACS is an acronym for Airborne Warning And Control Sys-
tem. The AWACS consists of an advanced radar system mounted in
a Boeing 707 airplane. The distinguishing feature (and major im-
provement over previous systems) Is its ability to track low flying
airplanes that normally would be hidden by the ground “clutter” on
the radar scope. AWACS typically will have a 17 man crew, 4 flight
crew and 13 system operators, although the Air Force plans to expand
the number of operators in the future to take advantage of the full
potential of the system. .

AWACS has been in R&D since 1970. Two competing radar sub-
systems were tested in 1972, and the Westinghouse radar was selected.
This winning prototype of the production radar has continued flight
testing and in 1974 is being tested for operability with all of the other
subsystems of the AWACS to ensure that the total system will func-
tion as an integrated unit. This testing, called the Systems Integration
Demonstration (SID), must confirm the operation of the AWACS
before the Defense Department gives a full go-ahead on the produc-
tion contract for the first 12 airplanes. This go-ahead is scheduled
for December 1974 after completion of the SID test program.
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GAO Report on AWACS

The GAO was requested by Senator Fagleton in the Fall of 1973
to review the AWACS program and make a report on it, including a
review of Air Force cost-effectiveness studies of the system. The GAO
report, issued in March 1973, raised several allegations regarding the
program, including excessive concurrency between R&D and produc-
tion, the overall operational viability and utility of AWACS in a
dense tactical war environment such as would be likely in NATO, the
vulnerability of an AWACS to enemy fighters, and also whether the
AWACS could be jammed easily by enemny ECM systems.

The Tactical Air Power Subcommittec called the GAO to testify
on their report at the same time the Air Force presented their AWACS
program review on the FY 1975 budget request. At that hearing the
GAQO witnesses agreed that they believed the AWACS airplane
would add an important and necessary capability for the Air Force
and stated that their primary concern was with concurrency between
R&D and production in light of the complaxity of the tactical mission.
The hearing also revealed that the GAO team reviewing the program
had not even visited the Air Force AWACS program management
office before issuing their report. The Air Force disagreed with the
GAO’s contention that the radar was highly vulnerable to ECM and
stated it was designed to be a most difficult radar system to jam,

Combat Pilots’ Testimony on Warning and Control

The Tactical Air Power Subcommittee held a separate hearing with
Air Foree and Navy pilots who had shot down MTGs over North Viet-
nam and who had extensive combat experience operating in enemy air
space. These pilots were unanimous in their praisc of the radar warn-
ing and control that was available from Navy cruisers stationed in the
Tonkin Gulf, but they also pointed out that they could and did end up
inland where effective coverage, particularly at lower altitudes, was
not available to them. All were convinced of the operational benefits
accruing from friendly radar warning and control when flying combat
missions penetrating an enemy’s GCT radar network. The committee
felt this was impressive testimony on the need for the capability pro-
vided by the AWACS lookdown radar system.

Additional Commitiee Recommendations

The committee believes that the AWACS will provide a major en-
hancement to our military operations, particularly in tactical warfare
sitnations where surveillance and flight operation into enemy airspace
is required. The committee recognizes that if the GAO’s allegations are
correct and that the AWACS easily could be jammed by an enemy,
then much of its operational utility would be lost. Therefore, it is rec-
ommended that the Secretary of Defense appoint a group of disinter-
ested radar and ECM technical experts (ones with no parochial service
Interest in the outcome of their review) to cxamine this issue and
report to him on the potential vulnerability of the system to jamming,
with an assessment of the GAO and Air Force claims on the subject.
The committee also insists on a certification from the Secretary of
Defense that the AWACS will be cost-effective and will meet the mis-
sion needs and requirements of the Department of Defense particul arly
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when operating in a NATO tactical environment. This certification
is to be provided before the AWACS production contract is signed.
It appears to the committee that the DSARC review of the AWACS
program which has been scheduled for this December as a normal
Departmental review prior to releasing the AWACS for production
should provide an adequate review to enable the Secretary to decide
whether or not he can provide this certification to the Congress. The -
committee has recommended that the AWACS production funds be
restricted in the law to be available only for that program following
the Secretary’s review, with the cxception that continuing long lead
funds may be provided before the Secretary makes his certification.,

SPARROW MISSILE

The AIM-7F Sparrow missile has suffered technical problems and
development delays which have had the effect of delaying volume
production for a number of years. The FY 1975 program represents
the start of high volume production of Sparrow—7F missiles.

The evidence presented to the committee indicates that the -TF
yersion will represent a significantly improved Sparrow missile over
the —TE2 version which it will replace. As a result of utilizing solid
state components, the —7F has proven to be at least 6 or 7 times more
roliable than its predecessor and it still is improving. Its test firings
in dogfight situations have been excellent. Tts capability against high-
speed, high-altitude aircraft is significantly better than the —7TE2.
Tts capability to shoot down toward low-flying targets also is a major
improvement. While the —7F Sparrow has failed some of the hichly
demanding test requirements at the extremes of its design capability,
the committee is impressed with its marked advantages over the —7H2
and believes that it should be ready for production in FY 1975.

AIRCRAFT SIMULATORS/TRAINERS

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends approval of the Department of De-
fense request for $165.2 million, which, by service is, Army $11.0
million, Navy $51.6 million, and Air Force $102.6 million. ‘

Discussion

The committee continues to support the efforts of the DoD to
increase the number of simulators and trainers, which not only reduce
the requirement for energy but also improve the quality of training
and the readiness of those trained. Last year the committee requested
that the Secretary of Defense provide an assessment of the applica-
bility of simulators to all aircraft types in the Defense inventory.
Selected portions of that assessment are printed below:

The group initially considered applicability of simulation
to aircraft in the DoD inventory. Their approach was to
determine which aircraft were the most expensive to operate,
or involved, in total, the largest number of people and
priority was given to those systems having the highest com-
bination of inventory and fuel consumption. This was done
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for two reasons: first, because fuel burned per hour can
indicate relative cost of operation and, secondly, because it
appeared that fuel availability could be drastically limited
as was experienced by recent oil embargoes against the U.S.

The mission profile of multi-engine aircraft such as the
B-52, KC-135, C-5, C-141, P-3, S-3, is readily applicable
to state-of-the-art simulation techniques. These aircraft rep-
resent higher acquisition/investment and operating/fuel
consuming costs.

Simulation of full mission profiles is considerably more
difficult, for tactical fighter/bombers as the F-4. Current
state-of-the-art visual devices can provide take-off, landing
and flight familiarization portions of the training syllabus.
Electronic warfare training can now be accomplished with-
out any actual flying. The more difficu't missions to simulate
are air-to-air and air-to-ground combat operations but, with
high fidelity-wide angle visual systems becoming more
sophisticated, it may soon be possible to simulate all aspects
of these missions with a high degree of realism.

While one of the basic questions surrounding the simulation
issue is the degree to which a simulator can effectively
substitute for actual flying time, state-of-the-art simulation
technology is capable of much more training than our cur-
rently deficient simulator inventory allows. American Air-
lines recently made a bold move toward simulation which
resulted in amortization of a $50 million investment in
simulators in six months through cavings in their training
programs. American Airlines pilots currently receive 909,
of their transition training in FAA certified simulators. Ac-
cident rates, which were highest in training programs,
dropped significantly. Pilot transition from one aircraft to
another now requires only about two hours of actual flying.

NASA conducted 1009, of its Apollo training in a sirnula-
tor. It was in the simulator that NASA technicians tested
theories which enabled the pilots of the erippled Apollo 13
to return safely to earth after serious malfunctions.

The experience of American. Airlines and of NASA indicate
that the potential for reducing training costs in DoD through
the use of simulation is significant.

Based on these indicators, the study group determined
that added emphasis should be given to simulation. The
first step was to update the current simulator inventory.
Because simulator production lead times average 30 months,
a simulator ordered today will not be fully operational on line
forthree years.

The Simulator Study Group, under the guidance of OASD
(M&RA), will continue to develop and explore simulator

- potential and will monitor the progress of the services in
achieving DoD objectives.

_The committeée is pleased to note that the Simulator Study Group
will continue with its efforts and that OASD (M&RA) will provide
guidance.
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With reference to the FY 1975 programs the comrlr?i(‘)og(gzgggagq 12-3
reluctantly approved Navy’s request for an Air Combat Maneuvering
(ACM) trainer. This is a device that will enable two pilots, plus the
backsoat crew members, to engage in simulated air-to-air combat
against each other. It will have the capability to provide a two-on-one
situation as well as generate the flying characteristics of enemy air-
craft. Navy plans to solicit proposals from industry in FY 1975 for
procurement of one ACM.

The committee fully and strongly supports the requirement for
devices of this type but is concerncd that Navy may be proceeding
to procurement without benefit of adequate research and development
and without a full examination of alternative ways to simulate the
air-to-air combat environment. For exarmple, Air Force for the past
three years, has had underway an advanced research and development
program to build a similar device called the Simulated Air-to-Air
Combat (SAAC) trainer. One of the program objectives of SAAC
is to demonstrate the feasibility of realistically simulating in a ground
based simulator the air-to-air combat environment.

Since the Air Force trainer operates under a different concept than
the Navy plans to use, the committee directs Navy to conduct a
detailed “examination of the SAAC trainer prior to procurement.
The committec believes Navy can benefit from the research and
development that has been done in this area and is hopeful any
replowing of old ground can be precluded.

The committee also notes the ACM and SAAC are first of a kind
dovices and believes that once they are perfected there will be a
cubstantial inventory requirement for both Navy and Air Force.
The committee believes it is possible for Navy and Air Force to
develop a common air-to-air combat trainer to the point where
almost everything, with the exception of different aircraft cockpit
requirements, is identical. While this particular request has been
approved, the committee in the future expects Navy and Air Force
to resolve any conceptual differences to the point where joint procure-
ment will be possible. Future requests will be considered on that basis.

The committee also wishes to point out the difficulty encountered
in bringing together all of the F'Y 1975 requests related to simulators
and training devices. Since the committee intends to monitor this
area very closely in the future, it requests the Secretary of Defense
to identify a common format within the existing Congressional
Data Books for each of the servicos to present their fiscal year requests
for simulators, training devices, and related activities. In particular,
the committee -expects all aircraft procurement data sheets to con-
tain a full accounting and breakout of those funds associated with
simulators, training devices and related activities, Further, the
committee directs that those particular funds not be used for any
other purpose unless specifically approved by the committee. Past
abuses in this area have not gone unnoticed.

The commibtee believes that the use of simulators and improved
training devices can make a very meaningful contribution to Defense
readiness and future savings and benefits will be very significant.
It expects forceful management of this program by OASD (M & RA)
and Tequests a written report in conjunction with submission of the
FY 1976 budget which summarizes the Department’s progress and
future plans with simulators and trainers. :
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ARMY SHORT RANGE AIR DEFENSE MISSILES

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends approval of Army requests for $26.3
million for modifications of the existing Chaparral missiles and $35.1
million for R&D on an all-weather redar-guided follow-on to the
present Chaparral. The committee recommends a reduction of $5.8 mil-
lion in R&D which was requested to start development on a target
acquisition aid for the Chaparral missile system. -

Background »

The present Army Short Range Air Defense missile (SHORAD)
for the field forces is the Chaparral, a version of the Sidewinder heat.
seeking air-to-air missile. This missile does not have any capability
against aircraft flying in or above clouds. The Army plans for near-
term improvements to its SHORAD capability by modifying the
Chaparral guidance unit to give it a head-on firing potential in clear
weather against approaching airplanes (the present missile operates
essentially only in a tail-chase mode). Over the longer term, the Army
plans to increase the capability of its STTORAD air defense fores to
be able to fire at aircraft doing radar blird bombing through clouds or-
in other bad weather conditions. This requires a radar-guided
SHORAD missile system.

Last year the committee deleted R&D funds requested by the Army
to begin “Americanization” of one of three already developed foreign
all-weather SHORAD missiles. The potential candidates were the
British Rapier, French Crotale, and Gernan Roland. The reasons for
the committee’s rejection were that the Army had not validated a re-
quirement for an all-weather capability and also because of indications
that the Defense Dopartment intended to buy a foreign system solely
to demonstrate cooperation in R&D with NATO countries,

All-Weather Shorad System

The Army has done additional analyses since last year of the need
for an all-weather capability. One study concluded that there would
be a potential future threat from enemy tactical blind-bombing air-
Planes against high-value rear area targets such as depots, bases, and
storage areas. Another study, in progress at the time of this report, is:
evaluating the potential future all-weather threat against forward
division-area troops, ones in or near the battle area. This study could
find requirements for additional radar-guided Shorad batteries.

The committee has concluded that the Army has presented a valid
case for its need for a future all-weather-capable Shorad system. The
committee does not believe. however, that it is necessary to buy a for-
eign-developed system solely to demonstrate cooperation with NATO
countries. If this capability can be fulfilled by a less costly and equally
effective system designed in the United States, and within the time
frame required, then that system should be the one procured. As one
example, there is the possibility of adapting the present Chaparral
missile with a radar guidance unit.
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The committec believes that the Army’s criterion for selecting a
Shorad contractor should be to choose the weapon system which can
meet the basic military requirements at the least cost to the American
taxpayer. The committee was assured in testimony from the Army and -
DDR&E that the competition for this all-weather system would be
open to all prospective bidders, without a pre-determination to select
a foreign system. The committee will monitor this program to ensure

" that such is the case.

Chaparral Improvement Program

The Army’s near-term improvements for Chaparral include modi-

fications to the guidance to give a head-on clear weather firing capabil-
"ity, as mentioned earlier. This modification has essentially completed
déevelopment and is ready for production funding in FY 1975.

The Army also proposed to start into engineering development this
year on a target acquisition .and identification system for the Chap-
arral. Development would take several years and the total cost of
R&D and procurement would be in excess of $100 million. The com-
mittee believes that this is an excessive price to pay for an improvement
to a weapon which may be phased out shortly after the improvement
is introduneed into the Army’s inventory. The committee recommends
deferral of this development until the future plans for the Chaparral
system are determined more precisely, based on the all-weather Shorad

program schedule.
B-1 AIRCRAFT

Authorization Request ) _

The Air Force request includes $499 million to continue engineering
development of the B-1 Advanced Strategic Bomber and to begin
construction of a fourth aircraft.

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $44 million, which will
TJeave $455 million for continuation of the present three prototype
aireraft development program. The principal effect of this reduction
is to deny the start of a fourth prototype aircraft and preclude new
work not needed for the three prototype aircraft program. In making
this reduction, the committee wishes to emphasize that it is not satisfied
with the continued increases in cost and delays in schedile which have
occurred during this year, and is hopeful that with the management
changes made both by the prime contractor and by the Air Force, the
program will be stabilized. The following table provides the details
of the committee recommendations for funds, compared with the
request, and also shows the fiscal year 1974 program :
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[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year 1975
Fiscal Yg%

Request  Recommend Change
B-1 Program elements:

Airframe_ o iccicaeeene 309, 600 250, 000 250, 000 0
Engine_..__...._. e 77,500 84, 800 84, 800 0
Offensive avionics.. - 38, 300 23, 300 23,300 0
Defensive avionics. __ 900 15, 000 15, 000 0

Defensive integration_ 0 22,000 22,000
Other Government costs___ - 22,200 28, 900 59, 800 431, 000
Program development tasks_____ .____________.... 0 23, 000 ] —23,000
New initiatives ... ccaaaan 0 13,800 0 —13, 000
4th aircraft . [, 0 39,000 0 —39, 000
Total. e 448, 500 499, 000 455, 000 —44, 000

Background

The need for a follow-on advanced strategic bomber, to replace the
B-52(- and H force, has been fully supported by the committee since
the program entered engineering developmeant in June 1970.

Last year, the Air Force requested $473.5 million for fiscal year 1974,
and testified initially that the B-1 bomber program was in good shape,
and that both time and cost schedules were being met satisfactorily.
Approximately three months later, in July 1973, the Secretary of the
Air Force advised the committee that serious technical difficulties were
being experienced and that it would be necessary to revise the cost and
schedule projections for the program. In testimonv hefore the com-
mittee, the Secretary of the Air Force was unwilling to assure the
committee that the revised program would be adequate and that fur-
ther increases in cost or program slippage would not occur. The com-
mittee was very apprehensive that unforeseen technical problems eould
arise that would caunse further delays and increases in cost. The com-
mittee was also concerned that the management of the program needed
significant improvement if the committee was to consider the B-1 to be
a viable program.

The committee expressed its dissatisfaction with the management of
the program, by both the Air Force and the contractor, and recom-
mended a $100 million reduction in the amount requested. This reduc-
tion was supported by the Senate in its deliberations on the fiscal year
. 1974 budget, but $75 million was restored in conference and nltimately

was appropriated.

Committee Considerations

During fiscal year 1974, the Air Force appointed a special committee
of experts to review the technical and mansgement aspects of the pro-
gram. In addition, both the Air Force and the contractor took steps to
revamp the management of the program. Consistent with recommen-
dations of this special committee, the Air Force has further revised the
program which now reflects increases in total cost and a further delay
in schedule. The B-1 program plan presented by the Air Force for
fiscal year 1975 provides for continuation of the program as presented
Jast year, plus an initial request for a fourth development aircraft,
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acceleration of some development effort that had been previously
planned to be conducted subsequent to the production decision, and
some production type engineering design effort.

Testimony this year by both the Air Force and the contractor has
established that the present program funding and schedule plan are
considered very tight, and that they would be more comfortable with
this development program if more funds were available. The manage-
ment reserve included in the request for fiscal year 1975 is considered
to be grossly inadequate to meet anticipated technical problems and
schedule delays. The Air Force budget request provides only $10.0
million for this purpose, which compares with a subcommittee esti-
mate of $40.0 million that more closely approximates the prime con-
tractor’s current estimates.

TFirst flicht of the No. 1 aircraft is estimated to be delayed from
September to November 1974 and flight testing will continue during
the remainder of fiscal year 1975. The committee received testimony .
that none of the new program effort proposed during this year would
provide any additional test data that would assist the committee in
making a production decision for fiscal year 1976. :

Tt is apparent that all of the additional new effort. planned for
fiscal year 1975 is intended to fill the gap between development and
planned production of the B-1. Tt is also apparent that funds that
could be needed during fiscal year 1975 for the basic three aircraft
development program are being planned to initiate new development -
effort during that year.

Conclusion

The reduction of $44 million recommended by the committee should
in no way be construed as simply a reduction in funds to express the
committee’s disappointment with the program. In fact, the committee
has seen some progress in program management, and is encouraged
that the aircraft is approaching its first flight. The committce is of
the opinion, however, that this effort should not be. jeopardized by
the diversion of funds needed for the three airplance program to work
that is not mandatory or bencficial to these aircraft, but relates to the
production decision on the B-1 program. ;

The committec therefore specifically disapproves the $23 million
requested for Program Development Tasks, $13 million for New Initia-
tives, and $39 million for the fourth aireraft. These reductions are -
compensated, in part, by an increase in the general program of %31
million, which added to the $10 million requested makes a total of $41
million available to cover normal development problems anticipated
during the fiscal year.

The committee also directs that only the development program as,
presented in July 1973 be continued. If any funds are not reauire;d;n
fiscal year 1975 for this purpose, such funds would be available cither

" to apply to the fiscal year 1976 B-1 program, or, if appropriate, re-
quested for reprogramming within the B-1 program, after satisfactory.
flight testing is demonstrated, to initiate deferred development effort
during fiscal year 1975. Such a reprogramming will require the specific
prior approval of this committee. .

These recommendations are consistent with the testimony. of the
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Rescarch and Development,
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who stated on March 26, 1974, that “We will know whether or not we
made any major errors in that design after a year of flight testing,
Then we will have to stand back and see whether or not we have done
a good design job.” ‘

The committee is convinced that the B-1 development program must
conform to the fly-before-buy concept, vsing the three development
prototypes, and must remain in close proximity to currently forecast
schedules and cost. However, the committee wishes to rote it 1s less con-
cerned with the B-1 making a specified flight date than it is with the
flight test data that can be presented to the committee next year. The
committee believes a successfully progressing and on-going flight
program could have a significant impact on the fiscal year 1976 pro-
gram considerations and recommendations,

In conclusion, the Secretary of Defense is encouraged to direct that a
comprehensive cost effectiveness study be conducted with the option of
including participation by the General Accounting Office and inde-
pendent technical, financial, and management experts. This should in-
clude consideration of all other alternativas to the B—1 in preparation
for such an eventuality if it should becorae necessary. The results of
such a study would be useful in the consideration of the fiscal year 1976

request.
TRIDENT

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends authorization of $1.948,605,000 to con-
tinue development and construction of the Trident Submarine
Launched Strategic Weapon System. This is a net increase of $9.8 mil-
lion over the amount requested. The committee recommendation reflects
a reduction of $15.0 million representing funds determined or excess to
fiscal year 1975 missile research and development requirements, and an
increase of $24.8 million representing the amount requested in the fiscal
year 1974 supplemental for submarine construction, which the Senate
had denied without prejudice. The details of the amounts requested
and committee recommendations, together with prior year funding
are as follows:

[fn thousands of dollars]

“Fiscal year 1975

Prior
years Request  Recommend Change
Research and development:
Trident § (C-4) missile. .oco oo ool 958, 717 648, 767 633, 767 —15, 000
Trident 1 (D-5) Missile - o o e o e e e e e
Submarine. - e 330, 696 107, 238 107,238 ...
Total, research and development_________._____. 1,289,413 756, 005 741, 005 —15, 000
Procurement:
Ship eonstruction (SCN)_______ ... . ____... 938, 800 1, 166, 800 1,191, 600 424, 800
Weapons procurement (WPN).. .o ... 5, 000 11, 000 11,000 ...
Total, procurement. .. ... o .. _. 943, 800 1,177,800 1,202, 600 24,800
Total, program.. ... ...l 2,233,213 1, 933, 805 1, 943, 605 —+9, 860

Description of Program

Trident was conceived to make the submarine based strategic mis-
sile force relatively invulnerable to ‘he broad spectrum of potential
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future threats. It is designed both to improve the capability of the
existing Polaris/Poseidon fleet and to replace them. With the Min-
uteman and Titan land based ICBM force, and the B-52 strategic
bomber force, Trident, together with Polaris/Poseidon, constitutes the
Triad of strategic deterrence.

Trident consists of two major subsystems: primary strategic mis-
sile system, and the submarine system. Both will utilize the latest ad-
vances in technology and be designed to increase employment flexi-
bility, significantly reduce vulnerability of submarine, enhance sur-
vivability of payload delivered, and greatly expand the dimension of

the U.S. counterstrike force.

The Trident submarine, which is planned to become operational in
1979, will be nuclear powered, capable of carrying 24 missiles, and
substantially larger and more capable than the Polaris/Poseidon sub-
marines, Initially it will carry the Trident I (C—4) missile but is
designed to accommodate a larger diameter, and longer range Trident
11 (D-5) missile if and when developed. :

The C—4 missile, which is planned to become operational in 1979;-1s
being developed with a range of about 4,000 miles, with payload and
accuracy equivalent to the Poseidon missile. It will be capable of being
backfitted on the 31 existing Poseidon submarines, thus substantially
increasing the weapon system capability. It will be equipped with an
improved ballistic reentry vehicle and will be compatible with an ad-
vanced reentry vehicle. ’

The D-5 missile, for which development is not proposed to begin in
fiscal year 1975, will be larger than the C—4 missile and use the growth
space available in the Trident submarine tube.

Background

The oldest of the present fleet of 41 Polaris/Poseidon submarines
became operational in 1959, so that they will begin to reach 20 years
of age in 1979 when the first Trident submarines are planned to be-
come operational. The oldest Polaris submarines are even now show-
ing the cffects of age. From the nature of their continuous operations,
with two different crows rotating to keep the submarines on station,
woar and tear exeecds that of most other ships. While it may be prob-
able that these submarines will provide safe and cconomic opera-
tion for 25 years or more, and Navy maintenance cfforts are geared to
provide as long a life as possible, such life in a vital strategic systems
role cannot be guaranteed.

Implications of SALT

The five-year interim strategic arms agreement reached with the
Soviets in May 1972 limits the number of submarine ballistic missile
lJaunchers to 710 and the number of ballistic missile submarines to 44.
The significance of this restriction is that the Trident submarine may
replace the Polaris/Poseidon submarine, cach of which has 16 launch-
ers, on a one for one basis, except that this would limit the number of
launchers on each Trident submarine to 16. Since the Navy plans to
build Trident with 24 launchers cach, the total number which would
be allowed under the interim agreement would be 29. This is 12 less
thon the 41 submarines now in the fleet.

The committee raised this question because of the concern that
more submarines with fewer than 24 launchers each, although less cost
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effective, would provide a more survivable and therefore more eved-
ible deterrent force. The committee recognizes that this situation may
change as a result of SALT II negotiations er upon the expiratiomn
of the interim agreement. The Navy has testified that the 10 Trident.
program approved by the Secretary of Defense provides for 24 launch-
ers each, but that determination of the number of Iaunchers may be:
considered independently for cach submarine and that the Trident
submarine design will accommodate quantities dowm: to 16 launchers:
-on a modular basis without otherwise disturbing. construction of the
.submarine.

Program Reorientation

. The necd for the Trident subnrarine &s an ultimate replacement for
Polaris/Ioseidon has not been and is not now at issue: The controversy-
of last year, and again this year has centered on the question of when-
and at what rate it is required to be deployed.

T.ast year the Research and Development Subcommittee, in ameffort
to explore a range of alternative schedules and provide the committec:
with several options to the contin.aed accelerated program, requested
the Department of Defense to provide alternative cost estimates and’
schedules. These were reviewed and explored in formaF hearings held
by the subcommittee. This resulted in the recommendation by the:
subcommittee that the C—4 missile be developed as proposed in order:
to permit backfit into the Poseidon submarine, but that the Trident
submarine Initial Operational Capability (IOC) be delayed by ap-
proximately two years to 1980. This would have reduced the fiseal year:
1974 request by $885.4 million.

The committee rejected this recommendation by an 8 to 7 vete, and
supported the full request for $1.527 billion to cortime witl the ac-
celerated program as strongly justified oy the Department of Defensc.
Subsequently, the House Appropriations Committee cut the sgbmarine.
construction rate and funds to slow the program. This was sustained'
in the final appropriation action by the Congress.

The Secretary of Defense has restructured the program, consistent:
with the actions of the Congress, but has gone even further. TTe has
adopted the recommendations made by the Research and Develapment:
Subcommittee last year to slow the pace. of subimarine construction
from three to two per year, and approved the back fit of Poseidon sub-
marines with the C—4 missile beginning in fiscal year 1979, row planmed
£or 10 submarines. Previously, this was approved only asan aption for
initiation in the carly 1980s.

Use of Funds Recommended for Fiscal Year 1975

The $1.944 billion will provide for the following effort:

1. $633.8 million to continue engincering development of the C4
missile inclnding the ballistic reentry vehicle and advanced develop-
ment of the Evader Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle (MARV).
(RDT&E)

9. $107.2 million for continued development of the lead (prototype)
submarine including initiation of Lend Based Kvaluation Facility
cortification for the command and control system, system level in-
tegration test of command and control system software, and both con-

tractor and Navy test and evaluation of the integrated radio room
full scale prototype. (RDT&E) '
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3. $1.192 billion for full funding for the first two follow sub-
marines initiated in fiscal year 1974, and for procurement of long lead
components for the fourth through seventh follow submarines for
which authorization will be requested in later years. (SCN)
4. $11.0 million to continue initial engincering planning services
necessary prior to architectural and engincering design in support of
a missile -assembly production plant at the Trident Support Site, and
for coaxial cabling for the Trident missile test complex. (WPN)

Conclusion

The committes recognizes the vital importance of the submarine
launched ballistic missile system, the most survivable of our Triad
of strategic deterrence. However, the committee is concerned at the
projected total cost of $13.8 billion for a fleet of 10, as presently ap-
proved by the Department of Defense. This equates to $1.33 billion
each, and, as stated last year, is the most expensive weapon system
ever built by the United States.

The committee is satisfied with the slower rate of submarine con-
struction but has some reservation about the ability to construct
even at the reduced rate of two per year.

The committee has recommended denial of $16.0 million requested
to initiate an Improved SSBN, called the SSBN-X, because it is
considered as premature. This is explained clsewhere in the report.
The committee recognizes the merit of a lower cost, smaller submarine
than Trident, to provide a hi-low mix with Trident, as the Poseidon
force is phased out. '

The committee intends to continue to closely follow the. develop-
ment and construction of this weapon system to ascertain its progress
against planned schedules and to insure that its costs are consistent
with estimates.

BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT

Mission

The mission of ballistic missile defense is one for which the Army
has been assigned primary responsibility within the Department of
Defense. The success with which this responsibility has been fulfilled
can be traced over the years through the evolutionary development
of Safeguard.

Committee Recommendation

The Army has requested a total of $312.2 million to conduct research
and development for ballistic missile defense. The details of that
amount, compared with fiscal year 1974, and showing committec ree-
ommendations for reduction, are as follows:

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year 1975

Fiscal Yg?dr,

Request  Recommend Change

Ballistic missile defense:
Safeguard - 181, 820 60, 794 60, 794 0
Site defense. - .o corocoocceiaanoa e - 110, 133 160, 000 110, 000 —50, 000
Advanced ballistic missile defense (ABMDA et 61, 830 91,410 91, 410 0

Total. e em— e 353,783 312,204 262,204 —50, 000
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The committee recommends approval of the $60.8 million requested
for Safeguard, which will complete the development program, and of
the $91.4 million requested to continue Advanced I3allistic Missile
Defense (ABMDA) technology. However, tho committee recommends
a change in the Site Defense program frora a prototype demonstration
to an advanced development program and a reduction of $50.0 mil-
lion from the $160.0 million requested. The remaining $110.0 million
will be adequate to continue Sitc Defense as an option to develop and
produce if the permanent ABM treaty is abrogated.

Background

The Site Defense system consists primarily of a state-of-the-art
phased array radar, a third generation commercial data processor and
related software, and a modified Safeguard Sprint interceptor missile,
called Sprint IT.

The program has been limited to a prototype demonstration to pro-
vide an option to defend the Minuteman force against a higher threat
than Safeguard can accommodate. Site Defense could not be deployed
under the provisions of the ABM treaty except at the National Com-
mand Authority (NCA) site. It therefore constitutes simply a hedge
in the event that the treaty is violated by the Saviets, or if the United
States deems it necessary to abrogate the treaty in the interest of its
strategic deterrent posture.

Last vear the committee recommended a reduction of $70.0 million
from the $170.0 million requested for fiscal year 1974 to slow the pace
of development. Congressional actions on the authorization and appro-
priation bills added $10.0 million, and $110.0 millior. finally was au-
thorized and appropriated.

In its report on the fiscal year 1974 bill, the committee stated, “It
is less important, thorefore, to complete the prototype demonstration
program by a specific date than it is to proceed at a minimum but
constructive dollar level to avoid the expenditure of substantial dol-
lar amounts if the decision should be made later to terminate this
program.”

Commiitee Considerations

The committee reiterates its position of last year, as quoted in the
previous paragraph. with ene significant modification, The Depart-
ment of Defense is directed to reorient the program from a prototype
demonstration, which is pointed toward a specific date (February
1978) and would require the expenditure of some 609.0 million more
to complete, to a simple advanced development program.

The advantage of this approach is to keep the eption open by main-
taining a contractor team which could he expanded to move out in an
orderly and accelerated pace, if it beeams necessary. This will mini-
mize the annual cost bnt continue cssential work on the long lead
major subsystems (Sprint IT missile ana radar) as well as the com-
puter software and systems engineerine. This redirection of the pro-
graa permits a reduetion of $50.0 millicn from the fiscal year 1975
reatiest.

The alternatives would be either to terminate the program which
would essentially dissolve any capability to deploy a system capable
of defending the Minuteman force against the threat anticipated in the
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1980, or to support it at the $160.0 million level requested and spend
some $600.0 million over the next four years just to demonstrate a
system that could not be deployed. It is estimated to cost more than
$1.8 billion for total development.

The committee considers that the expanded investment in the array
of other strategic systems to enhance the survivability of our deterrent
complements a substantial Site Defense technology program which
now is estimated to cost, in addition to $1.8 billion to develop, some:
$3.2 billion to deploy at just one site. This estimate has increased by
one billion dollars over what was estimated last year.

Conclusion

In summary, as stated in its report on last year’s bill, the committee
reaflirms its conviction that major cmphasis in research and develop-
ment for support of the strategic mission should be placed on strategic
offensive capability. The committece recommendations for fiscal year
1975 conform to this objective. :

CRUISE MISSILE PROGRAMS

Commitiee Recommendation

The committee recommendations, compared with the amounts re-
quested for the Air Force Air Launched Crnise Missile (ALCM) and
the Navy Submarine Launched Cruise Missile (SLCOM) are as follows:

[In thousands of dotlars]

Fiscal year 1975

Fiscal ye:;r
197

4 Request  Recommend Change
AT launched eruise missile.. ..o coe oo oeamans 11,000 80, 000 64,000 —~16,000
Submarine launched cruise missile. ... oo omoeeceonn. 2,590 44,971 37,971 ~7,000

The reductions of $16 million and $7 million respectively for the
ALCM and SLCM programs represent amounts determined to be ox-
cess to fiscal year 1975 requirements because of the anticipated late-
ness of planned contractual actions. The reductions should not be in- -
terpreted as a criticism of these programs because the committee is in
complete accord with the way that they have been reoriented by the
Department of Defense.

Description of Programs

ALCM—A long range, air-launched, subsonic, turbofan powered
missile to be compatible with and carried on the B-52G and II stra-
tegic bombers, the F13-111, and the B-1.

wLOM—A submarine launched (torpedo tube) subsonic, cruise mis-
sile, with strategic and tactical variants, and also suitable for possible
deployment from air, surface and land based platforms.

Rackground

The committee denied all of the funds requested in fiscal year 1974
for the predecessor Air Force Subsonic Cruise Armed Decoy (SCAD)
and Navy Strategic Cruise Missile (S8CM) programs because of the
concern that the Department of Defense had not yet come to grips with

31-683—74——4
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the broader issue of what technology to direct the two military depart-
ments to pursue to provide the advanced technology and snbsystem
building blocks from which to _evolve weapon systems essential to
future strategic offensive capability. The committee also determined
that basie technology, up to subsystera and component development,
could be conducted. :

This guidance was amplified and conveyed to the Deputy Secretary
of Defense by letter dated August 6,1973, which is reproduced on page
20 of the committee report on the fiscal year 1974 military procure-
ment bill. The letter concluded by permitting necessary technology to
be continued, using other available funds, and permitting the Depart-
ment,, when it has formulated the requirement for a specific system, to
present the plan to the Congress.

In conference, $11 million of the $22 million denied for the SCAD
and $2.5 million of the $15.2 million denied for SCM were restored
and ultimately authorized and appropriated.

Committee Considerations

The Department of Defense has complied with the direction of the
Congress and has completely restrictured the two cruise missile pro-
grams. The Deputy Secretary of Defense decision of December 19,
1973, directed that:

1. Two separate cruise missile programs would be pursued with a
common technology base, but different in application and launch
platform.

9. The Air Force will develop the ALCM and the Navy will develop
the SLCM.

3. The ALCM will make maximum use of the terminated SCAD
engineering development program for air vehicle design, and small
turbofan engine development which, with related high energy fuels,
will be suitable for the SLCM.

4. The Navy will develop the required ST.CM gnidance system whose
technology also would apply to the ALCM.

5. Both Air Force and Navy project offices will establish direct com-
munieation channels to minimize information delay and maximize use
of development resources.

Conclusion

The committee is satisfied with the program as redirected by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, consistent with the guidance of the
Congress, and recommends approval of both programs as proposed for
fiscal year 1975, but at the reduced dollar amounts recommended by
the committee.
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TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

ARMY AIRCRATT

Millions

Army roquest oo o e e 339. 5
Senate committee recommended reduetion. .. _____ —19. 2
Senate committec recommendation__ _ ___ . __ . _________._____. 320. 3.
House authorization_ .. o 335. 0

Authorization Request

The Army request for fiscal year 1975 includes $112.5 million for
168 helicopters. The remaining $227.0 million includes $165.0 million
for modification of aircraft, $21.9 million for spares and repair parts,
and $40.1 million for other support equipment and miscellaneous.
charges related primarily to maintenance of the existing inventory
of helicopters and airplanes.

Summary of House Action

The House reduced the Cobra/TOW procurement amount by $4.5
million, transferring that amount to R.D.T. & E. for the Cobra/TOW.
House action is shown for information only since the House bill was
not referred in time for committee considoration.

Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends authorization of $320.3 million, a
reduction of $19.2 million from the request, as follows:

AH-1Q Cobra/TOW, —$17.0 million reduction

The Army requested $27.5 million for procurement of 21 new AH-1Q
attack helicopters, in addition to a request for $64.4 raillion to modify
189 existing AH-1G Cobra helicopters with the TOW missile system.
The committee approved the full request for TOW modifications funds,
but recommended deferral of authorizatiorn for 15 of the 21 new AH-1
helicopters and $12.5 million because these aircraft will not be de-
livered until 1977, and funding for these 15 aircraft is not required
until fiscal year 1976. An additional $4.5 million to be used for an
engine power improvement program was transferred to R.D.T. & E.
at the Army’s request. The net reduction recommended is $17.0 million.

Aireraft Modifications, — $2.2 million reduction

The $2.2 million was requested for a product improvement of a
parachute. The Army cancelled the project as a result of making other
safety improvements to their parachutes and informed the committee
the funds no longer were required.

(44)
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Description of Army Aircraft Recommended for Approval

AH-1Q Attack Helicopter

The AH-1Q (Cobra/TOW) attack helicopter is the Army’s pri-
mary helicopter gunship, used in Southeast Asia combat. It is modified
to be armed with the TOW antitank missile. The AH-1Q will provide
-an interim antiarmor capability pending introduction of the Advanced
Attack Helicopter in the 1980 time period.
CH-47C Cargo Helicopter

The CH-47C cargo helicopter is a twin rotor, twin engine medium
1ift helicopter capable of lifting 8 tons of payload. It is used for battle-

field transportation of personnel, weapons, and cargo in combat
-assault and logistic support roles.
UH-1H Utility Helicopter

The UH-1H Huey helicopter is a single rotor, single engine heli-
«<copter capable of transporting 11 passengers or 6 litter patients. It is
the Army’s primary utility aircraft used to provide battlefield mobility
of troolps and supplies, evacuation of.casualties, and command and
<ontrol. :
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NAvY AND MaARINE CorPs AIRCRAET

Milliong

Navy Fequest - o oo oo cmemmmmmme—cmm e $2, 960. 6
Senate committee recommended reduction .o .. oo s cmameme oo —97. 9
Senate committee recommendation. . - - . o ommmmemen oo - 2,862 7
House authorization - . e cmeic e e = 2,964, 1

Authorization Request

The Navy request for aircraft procurement is for $2,960.6 million.
This request includes funds for the procurement of 248 new aircraft of
13 different types, together with their supporting components and
spare parts, the cost of modifying and modernizing aircraft already
in inventory, and related items such as aircraft support equipment
industrial facilities, and training equipment. In addition, tﬁe bﬂi
provides for the procurement of %ong les.d items required for aircraft
that will be included in next year’s program.

Summary of House Action

The House committee added $3.5 million, authorizing a total of
$7.0 million to procure 18 new T-34C aircraft, and approved the
remainder of the request.

House action is shown for information only, since the House bill
was not referred in time for committee consideration.

Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends authorization of $2,862.7 million, &
reduction of $97.9 million from the request as follows:

A—4M Skyhawk, — $58.1 million reduction

The request is for $57.3 million to buy 24 A-4Ms and $0.8 million
for initial spares for those aircraft. The Marines have 24 A-4Ms
authorized in the fiscal year 1974 supplemental which will be delivered
in calendar 1976, at the same time as the 24 requested in fiscal year
1975. Those already approved A-4Ms, plus others for foreign sales, '
will result in & high production rate in 1976, which will be followed
by a shut-down of the line in 1977 under present Navy planning.
"The committee recommends deferral of funding for these 24 A-4Ms to
fiscal year 1976, for delivery in calendar 1977.

This will have the benefits of keeping the A—4M production line
‘open another year, will result in a more even and orderly monthly
production rate, and will allow finalization of the Marine Corps’
future light attack program before the A—4M line is closed.

The committee emphasizes that it strongly supports this deferred
procurement being placed in the fiscal year 1976 budget request.

F-14A Tomcat, —$22.0 million reduction

The request is for $709.3 million to buy 50 F-14A fighters for the
Navy and Marine Corps. The sale of 30 F-14s to Iran has reduced
‘the cost of the fiscal year 1975 Navy saircraft by $22.0 million, and

(48)
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the budget request was reduced accordingly. The F~14 program is dis-
cussed in more detail in the section of the report “Aspects of the Bill
of Special Interest.””

A-7E Corsair II, —$7.5 million reducti'on

The request is for 34 aircraft at a cost of $138.2 million. The fiscal
year 1974 procurement request was for 42 A-7Es, and contracts for
long lead time components for those 42 aircraft already had been
entered into when the appropriations committees reduced the 1974
program to 30 aircraft. Rather than stop work on items already
started, they were continued as long lead for the fiscal year 1975
program. This allowed a $7.5 million savings towards this current
year’s request.

AH-1J Sea Cobra, —$5.4 million reduction

The request is for 20 aircraft and $24.9 million. An improved
version of the Sea Cobra will be bought with an uprated engine and
power transmission. The production schedule of the improved con--
figuration has slipped, and 6 of the requested aircraft will not be
delivered until calendar 1977. These 6 Sea Cobras do not require
funding until fiscal year 1976, and the committee recommends.
deferring the 6 aircraft and $5.4 million to next year’s request.

OV-10 Night Gunship Modification, —$4.9 million reduction

The funds were requested to start a modification program to add
night vision sensors and uprated engines to Marine Corps OV-10 for--
ward air control airplanes. The total program for 24 airplanes would
cost $47 million, nearly $2 million apiece, in order to provide a night
observation gunship capability. The committee believes the Marines:
should evaluate carefully the possibility of utilizing existing Air Force
AC-130 night gunships being phased out of their inventory before-
going ahead with this program.

Description of Navy and Marine Corps Aircraft Recommended’

. for Approval
A-6E (Intruder)

The A-6E is a subsonic, twin-jet, two-place attack aircraft with
night and all-weather, low altitude attack capabilities. The “E’
model has new solid state avionies but otherwise is similar to the-
combat-proven A-6A. The request of $129.3 million dollars to procure:
12 aircraft continues a modest inventory modernization and provides-
for & minimum production capability.

EA-6B (Prowler) .

The EA-6B is a tactical jamming (ECM) variant of the A-6 attack:
airplane. It carries a crew of 4, a pilot and 3 equipment operators. An:
improved configuration with more modern jamming controls will be:
bought starting with this year’s program. The 'Y 1975 request 1s-
for 6 aircraft and $122.7 million.

A-7E (Corsair II)

The A-7E is a single-place subsonic, light attack aircraft capable:
of carrying all types of conventional ordnance while performing close-
air support and interdiction missions. The A-7E has proven to be both.
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reliable, maintainable, and highly surviveble in combat deployments in
Southeast Asia. It is essentially a twin to the Air Force A-7D.
The request of 34 aircraft and $142.0 million contiaues the modern-
ization of the light attack force by replacing older and less capable
A-7TA/B’s and A-4’s.

F-14A (Tomcat)

The F-14A is a high performance variable sweep wing carrier-based
airborne weapon system capable of performing air-to-air combat and
air-to-surface attack missions, The ¥-14 employs any combination of
Phoenix, Sparrow and Sidewinder missiles as well as an internal 20mm
cannon.

UH-IN (Iroquois) .

The UH-1N is a twin engine version of the ‘“Huey” helicopter
series. The primary missions of this versatile Navy and Marine
helicopter are command and control, troop transport, medical evacu-
ation and command liaison. The request of $16.5 million to procure

20 aircraft provides for the continuation of the modernization of the
Marine Corps assault helicopter force.

AH-1J (Sea Cobra)

The AH-1J is a helicopter gunship utilized by the Marine Corps
to provide close-in ground fire suppression during aerial and ground
escort operations and landing zone preparation.

P-3C (Orion)

The P-3C is a land-based, Jong-range, four engine turbo-prop
patrol aircraft. Its primary mission is anti-submarine warfare with a
secondary mission capability of aerial mining, maritime surveillance
and coastal shipping destruction. The request of $150.0 million dolars
to procure 12 aircraft allows the twelfth squadron to transition to the
P-3C’s.

S-3A4 (Viking)

The S-3A is a twin engine, turbofan, carrier-based anti-submarine
aircraft capable of carrying conventional and nuclear airborne ASW
weapons. It is replacing the S-2 Tracker presently being used aboard
anti-submarine carriers. The request of $485.4 million to procure 45
aircraft will provide assets to transition the seventh through ninth
squadrons into the S—3A.

E-2C (Hawkeye)

The E-2C is an all-weather, turbo-prop, carrier-based radar warning
aircraft which provides early warning of approaching enemy units
and vectors interceptors into attack positions. In addition to this
function, the E-2C also provides strike and traffic control, area radar
surveillance, search and rescue assistance and comrnunications relay.
The request for 6 aircraft and $107.1 million continues the replace-
ment program of the aging and obsolescent E-2B sircraft.

C-9B (Skytrain IT)

_The C-9B is an off-the-shelf, twin fan-jet commercial passenger
aircraft configured to carry either all cargo, all personnel, or a mixture
of both. These aircraft will be utilized to supplement Military Airlift
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«Command and commercial resources to meet Navy/Marine airlift
requirements. The request for 7 aircraft and $41.6 million continues
modernization of the active transport fleet.

CT-39 (Sabreliner)

The C'T-39 is a small commercial jet transport aircraft capable of
transporting eight to ten passengers or a small cargo load.

The CT-39 is used for the :purpose of providing rapid response
airlift for high priority, time critical cargo and personnel. The request
for 6 aircraft and $10.5 million énables the continuation of an orderly
Navy/Marine Corps flect support modernization program.

KC-130R (Hercules) ;

The KC-130R is a version of ithe current production C-130 aircraft
modified as an acrial tanker. These aircraft provide aerial refucling
for Marine Corps fighter and attack aircraft during tactical operations
‘and for both Navy and Marine Corps aircraft transiting the Atlantic
‘and Pacific. The reguest for $39.1 million provides funding to procure
advanced ‘attrition aircraft to maintain force levels until the
mid-1980’s.
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AR FORCE AIRCRAFT

Millions

Air Force TeqUest - oo oo oo e $3, 496. 6
Senate committee recommended reduction . oo —210. 3
Senate committee recommendation_ o . o ____ 3, 286. 3
House authorization . _ . .o 3,391. 4

Authorization Request

The Air Force request for procurement of aireraft is for $3,496.6
million. This provides for the procurement of 256 aircraft at a cost
of $1,621.6 million, plus $766.4 millicn for the modification and
modernization of in-service aircraft, $731.5 million for the procure-
ment of aircraft spares and repair parts, common ground equipment,
and overhaul programs, and $327.1 million for aircraft support
equipment and facilities.

Of the 256 aircraft requested, 110 are for the Air Force inventory,
including 72 F-15, 26 A-10, and 12 E-3A (AWACS) combat aircraft.
The other 146 aircraftinclude 29 A-37B, 28 F-5F, 4 C-130, 8 CH-47,
and 77 HU-1H in the MASF account to replace losses and maintain
the capabilities of the Vietnam Air Force (VNAF).

Summary of House Action

The House reduced the request for the E-3A AWACS from 12
aircraft and $549.8 million to 6 aircraft and $292.1 million, deleted
$50 million to begin a fuselage-stretch modification of the C-141,
reduced the request for $132.9 million down to $25.0 million to modify
civilian wide-bodied jets in the CRAF fleet, added $205.5 million to
procure 12 F-111 aircraft, and added $104.9 million to procure 24
A-—7D aircraft. The net change was a reduction of $105.2 million.

Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends authorization of $3,286.3 million for
procurement of Air Force aircraft. This is a net reduction of $210.3
million to the request, composed of the following changes:

MASF Aircraft, —$245.0 million reduction

The 146 aircraft and $245.0 million requested for the MASF program
in the Air Force aircraft procurement request were deleted from this
account and considered under Title VII to the bill.

F-111, +$220.5 million addition

Although not requested in fiscal year 1975, $205.5 million was added
for procurement of 12 F-111F tactical aircraft and $15.0 million was
provided for long lead funds specifically for fiscal year 1976 procure-
ment of F-111s. The committee strongly urges that the I*-111 pro-
duction line be kept open until & replacement aircraft enters develop-
ment and further recommends modernization of the F-111 inventory
with i<.:ontinued. annual procurement of - this latest version of the
aircraft.

(54)
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A-10, +3$18.9 million addition

The committee recommends transferring funding for 4 A-10 air-
craft from the R.D.T. & E. account to the procurement account,
which requires the addition of $18.9 million to fully fund production
of these airplanes. The A-10 program is discussed in doetail in the
section of the report “Aspects of the Bill of Special Interest”.

Electroniec Countermeasures Pods, —$22.6 million reduction

The committee recommends a reduction of $22.6 million from the
Air Force request for $56.6 million for ECM pods. The $22.6 million
is for procurement of the ALQ-119 pod, of which the Air Force already
has a large inventory. An improved pod, the ALQ-131 will begin
production in fiscal year 1975 and the committee approved that
procurement. ‘

Civil Reserve Airlift Fleet (CRAF) modification, —$155.0 million
reduction

The committee recommends a reduction of $155.0 million from the
request of funds to modify civilian aireraft for cargo capability. The
committee is of the opinion that the Air Force or the Defense Depart-
ment should study the complete airlift requirement including allied
airlift capability and the proposed new tanker-cargo-missile carrier
aircraft to ascertain any new airlift requirement as well as the most
economical and cost-cffective means of meeting any new requirement.
In the committee’s opinion the Air Force had not satisfactorily re-
solved many issues of this civilian aircraft modification program to
demonstrate among other things its requirement, feasibility, avail-
ability and cost-effectiveness. These issues should be adequately
resolved before again presenting this program anticipated to cost over
$1 billion.

C-141 Stretch Modification, — $19.0 million reduction

The committee recommends a reduction of $19.0 million from the
FY 1975 budget request of $50 million for the C-141 stretch program.
The committee sees some merit in this program although it is of the
opinion that this modification should move slowly to allow full testing
and also to provide time to include this airlift plan in the overall
airlift study that the committce believes should be made.

Therefore, the committee has provided funding for the enginecring
development and the modification and test of onc prototype. This
should not be construed as authorization to proceed with a procure-
ment of production tooling or kits or other requirements that would
relate to a go ahecad on this program beyond the one prototype. The
committee wants to look at this program again next year before
further authorization is considered.

Aireraft Spares and Support Items, —$8.1 million reduction

The committee recommends the reduction of this spares funding
request, since it is dircetly related to the request for increased stra-
tegic airlift manning that the committee has recommended reduction
from active forces. Since the committee’s reduction directs the Secre-
tary of Defense to develop a plan within 90 days to increase required
airlift manning through reserves and national guard forces, the com-
mittee will also reevaluate the spares requirement for possible repro-
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gramming consideration when such plan is formulated and the
implementation schedule is established.

Description of Air Force Aircraft Recommended for Approval

F/TF-15A (Eagle)

The F-15A is an air superiority fighter aircraft characterized by a
high thrust-to-weight ratio and low wing Joading for maximum maneu-
verability. It is designed to be superior to all present and currently
projected Soviet fighter aircraft through the 1980 time period. The
Air Force request is for 72 aircraft at a cost of $756.9 million.

A=10
The A-10 attack aircraft is a twin jet engine, single pilot airplane
designed for the close air support role. The A-10 program is discussed

in more detail in the section of the report “Aspects of the Bill of
Special Interest.”

F-111F

The F~111F is a variable sweep wing, twin jet, supersonic tactical
aircraft used for long range interdiction, with a night and bad weather
attack capability. 1t is the latest version of the F-111, with an up-
rated engine and improved digital fire ccntrol system.

E-3A (AWACS)

The AWACS is a modified Boeing 707 aircraft equipped with a
radar system and communications and command and control equip-
ment. The Air Force request is for 12 aircraft plus advanced procure-
ment at a total cost of $549.8 million. The AWACS is discussed in
inore detail in the section of the report ‘' Aspects of the Bill of Speci

nterest.”” ~

F-5F (International Fighter)

The F-5F is a two-seat version of the F—5E and is a twin engine
fighter/trainer which retains the essential combat capabilities of the
F-5E. The 28 aircraft requested at $85.4 million for the VNAF will
be used for training and as attrition replacements for the F-5KE.

These aircraft are recommended for procurement under Title VII
of the bill, the MASE account.
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Armvy MissiLEs

Mitlions

Army request . o e $459, 2
Senate committee recommended reduction. . ..o __._ —-22. 7
Senate committee recommendation_ _ . .. . ___.___ 436. 5
House authorization_ __ o e m e 439. 4

Authorization Request

The FY 1975 request for authorization of appropriations for the
procurement of Army missiles includes the funding for missiles, modi-
fications, spare parts and related support equipment. The major
items in this request are the TOW, Dragon, Hawk ard Lance missiles.

Summary of House Action

The House approved a total of $439.4 million for Army missiles.
This action reflects a $19.8 million reduction in the budget request for
Dragon missile program. ‘

Committee Recommendations for Change

The committee recommends authorization of $436.5 million for
Army missiles. This recommendation represents a reduction of $22.7
million below the request, as follows:

Dragon Missile, —$19.8 reduction
The committee recommends deletion of $19.8 million with no change
in quantities based on refinements of Army cost estimates.

MASF ltems, —$2.9 million reduction
MAST items are to be deleted from the Service accounts. These
items are discussed elsewhere in the report.

Comments

The committee is concerned about the numbers of anti-tank type
weapons being planned for total inventory procurement in the Army
as well as the other services. Testimony in support of the FY 1975
budget request disclosed that significant quantities of anti-tank
capable weapons such as missiles, bombs, mines, and other capabilities
are already either in procurement or planned for procurement for
U.S. forces. Additional anti-tank capabilities are also in the develop-
ment process. Further anti-tank capabilities are also available to our
allies. The committee questions the possibilities of purchasing an
excess inventory capability in the anti-tank weaponry.

The committee therefore requests the Department of Defense to
conduct such studies as may be required to enable the Defense Depart-
ment to present to the committee adejuate justification that the
combined anti-tank capabilities and weapons of all of the services
planned for procurement are needed to meet the threat that is antici-
pated and are the most economical and cost effective.

(58)
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Description of Army Missiles Recommended for Approval

Dragon Missile ‘ -

The Dragon is a medium weight, man portable, antitank missile
to be used by the Army infantry. It is a wire guided weapon that is
launched recoillessly. o - '

TOW Missile : ' :

The TOW is a tube-launched, optically tracked, heavy antitank
missile system which provides the infantry battalion with long range
antitank capability. S

Improved Hawk Missile
The Improved Hawk provides all-weather capability for defense
against low and medium altitude supersonic aircraft. _

Lance Missile S

The Lance missile system provides surface-to-surface nuclear
fire support for intermediate range targets. The Lance system has only
been approved in the nuclear configuration and the committee does’
not favor any conventional configuration of this missile system until
it can be demonstrated as the most cost-effective alternative for an
increased conventional capability if such an increase is required.

Pershing Missile

The Pershing missile system provides surface-to-surface nuclear
firing capability for U.S. Forces in Europe at longer ranges than the:
Lance missile system. S
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Navy MissiLes

Millionse

Navy request $620. 6
Senate committee recommended addition +4-13.9
Senate committee recommendation - 634.5
House authorization : 620. 6

Authorization Request

The authorization request of $620.6 million for Navy missiles in-
cludes procurement of fleet strategic ballistic missiles, tactical missiles
Jaunched from aircraft, surface ships, and submarines, flect satellite

and astronautics programs, aerial targets, and missile modifications,
spares, and other related changes.

Summary of House Action

The House commiittee approved the full request. House action is
shown for information only since the House bill was not referred in
time for committee consideration.

Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends authorization of $634.5 million, a net
addition of $13.9 million composed of the following changes:

Bulldog, +$23.1 million addition

No funds were requested in fiscal year 1975 for procuremnt of Bull-
dog missiles. The committee recommends the addition of $23.1 million
to buy 1000 Bulldog missiles for the Marines.

Last year the committee reviewed the laser guided missile programs
of the 3 services. The committee reported that the Bulldog close air

- support missile had conpleted R&D and was ready for procurement,
but DDR&E had rejected the Navy’s request for production funding
in favor of waiting for development of a laser-guided version of the
Air Force Maverick. The committee added funds to buy Bulldogs and
recommended the already-developed Bulldog laser seeker be used on
the Maverick. The funds were authorized but not appropriated in
fiscal year 1974. The appropriations committees recommended another
Defense Department review of these programs.

This year the committee found the situation essentially unchanged.
The Navy again requested approval for production of Bulldog mis-
siles, but 1t was rejected again by DDR&E in favor of a laser Maverick,
a missile which had not even begun engineering development by the
time the committee acted on this bill. The Bulldog has completed R&D
and all of its required operational testing, with outstanding results,
and now is ready for production with a total of $16.8 million invested
in R&D on the project. Rather than see that development wasted, the
committee strongly recommends approval of procurement of 1000
Bulldog missiles for the Marines as an interim inventory of laser close
air support missiles, pending availability of a laser Maverick at some
time in the future.

(81)
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Harpoon, — $7.7 million reduction

A year ago long lead funds were requested to start production of
the first 200 Harpoon missiles in fiscal year 1975, and this committee
reduced those funds to the amount required to start 100 missiles in
the first production run. The committee’s reagon was the Xarpoon
production rate was planned to build up voo rapidly sarly in the pro-
gram before the missiles had completed operational testing.

This year’s budget request was for 150 Harpoon missiles and $78.2°
million. The committee reiterates its belief that 100 missiles is the
optiinum quantity for this initial procurement, and recommends a
reduction of 50 missiles and $7.7 million from the request.

Pheenix, —$1.5 million reduction

The Navy request was for authorization for 340 Phoenix missiles
and $94.7 million. The sale of Phoenix imissiles to Iran, along with
30 F-14A aircraft, has reduced the cost ¢f the Phoenix missiles to be
bought by the Navy in fiscal year 1975 by $1.5 million. The committee
recommends the request be reduced by that amount.

Description of Navy Missiles Recommended for Approval

Poseidon

The Poseidon is a two stage solid propellant submarine launched
ballistic missile with improved accuracy and a larger payload than the
Polaris. and with multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles.
It replaces the Polaris Missile System on 381 of 41 SSBNs. The FY
1975 request of $48.0 million continues the procurement of Poseidon
production support efforts.

Sparrow

The Sparrow AIM-7F is a new solid state version of the Sparrow
radar guided missile, and will be used in a number of air-to-air and
ship-to-air weapon systems.

The request for F'Y 1975 is $54.9 millior to procure 300 missiles. The
Sparrow is discussed in greater detail in the section of the report
“Aspects of the Bill of Special Interest™.

Sidewinder

The Sidewinder is a heat seeking, short range air-to-air dogfight
missile carried on Navy and Marine Corps fighter and attack aircraft.
ATM-9H is the latest version in production and has solid state com-
ponents for greatly improved reliability.

The request for FY 1975 is $15.5 million to procure 800 missiles,
Phoenix )

The Phoenix missile is a large, all weather, long range air-to-air
missile with semi-active mid-course and active terminal guidance and
multiple target capability. Six Phoenix missiles, each weighing 985
Ibs. can be carried aboard the F-14.

Shrike
. The Shrike is an anti-radar, air-to-surface missile, launched toward
its target guiding on the radar antenna signals. It can be launched

from the A—4, A-6 and A-7 aircraft. The F'Y 1975 request is $25.4
million to procure 900 missiles in the —¢ version.
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Condor , . :

Condor is a long range air-to-surface cruise missile. Tt uses a tele-
vision-type terminal guidance plus mid-course programed nayvigation
and data link control. The request for FY 1975 is $19.0 million to
procure 35 missiles.

Harpoon :

The Harpoon is an air, surface and submarine launched anti-ship
missile. It uses an active radar sceker for terminal homing, and 1s
propelled by a turbo-jet engine augmented by a solid booster for ship
launch. It is compatible with the Tartar, Terrier, and ASROC ship
launchers, as well as aircraft launchers, Flarpoon presently is planned
for use aboard the P-3 and S-3 aircraft, the DE, DDG/DEG, DLG/
DLGN, PF, CG/CGN, PG and attack submarines.

Standard

The Standard missile airframe is used in both surface-to-air and
surface-to-surface applications from Navy ships. The SAM version
is bought in.a medium range version, using the basic missile, and in
an extended range version when a booster rocket is added. It also is
used in two surface-to-surface anti-ship versions, one with an anti-
radar homing guidance unit and the other with an active radar seeker.
The FY 1975 request includes funds for procurement of the medium
range SAM version and the two surface-to-surface models.
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Ar Force MissiLES

) Millions

Ajr Force request. .o - e cme e e m————————— $1, 610. 8
Senate committee recommended reduetion_ oo __.__ —38. 4
Senate committee recommendation. . - ..o cce ool 1,572, 4
House authorization _ o . oo e mccmcccman 1,610. 8

Authorization Request _

The Air Force request for Missile Procurement is $1,610.8 million.
These funds provide for the continued procurement of strategic and
tactical missiles, modifications of in-service missiles, spares and repair
parts, and other support equipment and facilities. This last category
includes industrial facilities, satellites for operational space systems,
classified drones and special programs.

House Action

The House committee approved the full request.

House action is shown for information only, since the House bill
was not referred in time for committee consideration. :

Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends authorization of $1,572.4 million, a
reduction of $38.4 million from the request. This reduction is composed
of the following changes:

Maverick, —$30.3 million reduction

The request was for $88.4 million which would provide for procure-
ment. of 6000 Maverick missiles for $58.1 million, plus advanced
funding of $30.3 million towards a fiscal year 1976 buy of 5000 addi-
tional Maverick missiles. The two fiscal year procurements are
scheduled to be delivered over a 19 month period, and would bring
the total quantity of Mavericks ordered to 22,000 (some of which
are allocated to foreign sales). The committee believes the Air Force
will end up with an excessive stockpile of the basic Maverick missile
under the proposed production plan, and recommends the fiscal
year 1975 quantity of 6000 missiles be built at a slower rate and
stretched over a longer delivery period. The Air Force should plan
for Maverick production to phase into the laser-guided Maverick
program without closing the production line and without building
up an excessive inventory of the basic TV-guided version. The com-
mittee recommends that the request for advanced funding for 5000
additional Mavericks be denied.
Sidewinder Modifications, —$8.1 million reduction

The request was for $14.5 million to modify 2000 existing AIM—9B
Sidewinder missiles to the ATM-9J configuration. The “J”” has in-

creased maneuverability which improves the effectiveness of the
missile in close-in dogfight combat. The Air Force determined after

(65)
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the budget was submitted that only 590 “B” Sidewinders were
available in the present inventory for this modification. The com-
mittee reduced the request accordingly.

Description of Air Force Missiles Recommended for Approval

Minuteman

The Minuteman ITI missile is a solid propellant land-based ICBM
capable of carrying three independently targetable warheads. The
FY 1975 request provides for the procurement of missiles for opera-
tional testing requirements, long lead hardware to protect the option
for deployment of Minuteman III misciles, and hardware/site ac-
tivation for continued modification of Minuteman launch and launch
control facilities.

Shrike

The Shrike is an airplane launched anti-radiation missile designed to
destroy enomy ground radars by homing on the source of the radiation.
Itis carried on the F—105 and F--4 Wild Weasel aircraft. The requested
procurement is for the latest two versions of the Shrike missile, which
have expanded threat. radar coverage over the earlier Shrikes.

Maverick

The Maverick is an air-to-ground missile equipped with automatic
television homing guidance for use against fixed or moving hard
targets such as tanks and field fortifications. It is carried on the
F-4D/E, A-7D, and A-10 airplanes.

Sparrow

The AIM-7F Sparrow is a modernized solid state version of the
Sparrow radar guided air-to-air missile with an all weather capability
against high performance aircraft. It will be used on the F-4E and
F-15 aircraft. The F'Y 1975 request provides for the first quantity of
full production missiles to support inventory requirements. The Spar-
row is discussed further in the section of the report Aspects of the Bill
of Special Interest.
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MagriNE Corps MissILES

. Millions
MArine TeqUESt - — - oo oo ccce o cm o dmmm e mmmmmmmmmm o mmmm e $76. Q
Senate committee recommended reduction_____ - 1.9

Senate committece recommendation. . . . o oL 74. 1
House authorization - - - e cmmcceimm e mmm———mm o 76.0

Authorization Request

The Marine Corps request for authorization for procurement of
missiles included the Dragon, TOW, and Improved Hawk missile
programs as well as support and modification items.
House Action

The House approved the authorization as requested.
Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends that $1.9 million of the budget request
be deleted. This results from a recomputation of funding requirements
for the number of missiles requested in the TOW program.

Description of Marine Corps Missiles Recommended for Approval

Dragon Missile

The Dragon missile is a man portable lightweight antitank weapon
planned for use by the Marine Corps at the infantry battalion level.
Improved Hawk Missile

The Improved Hawk is a surface-to-air missile system for defense
against supersonic aircraft.

TOW Missile

The Tow missile is the same anti-tank missile system used by the
Army and described under the Army programs.

(68)
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Navy SuipBUILDING AND CONVERSION PROGRAM

Millions

Navy request- oo e §3, 562. 6
Senate committee recommended reduction_ ____ e —681. 6
Senate committee recommendation_ - . _ .. _______.__._______ 2,881. 0
House authorization_ ___________________ . _____ 3, 539. 1

Authorization Request

The request for $3,562.6 million would continue the level of pro-
curement effort for shipbuilding and conversion evident over the past
two years. The amount requested includes $3,265.6 million for the
construction of 30 new ships, $122.9 million for the conversion and
modernization of 4 existing ships, and $174.1 million. for other ship-
building and conversion costs.

This year’s request compares with the fiscal year 1974 request of
$3,901.8 million, of which $3,468.1 million was appropriated.

Summary of House Action

The House approved a Navy shipbuilding and conversion program
in the amount of $3,5639.1 million, a reduction of $23.5 million for
Military Assistance Funded Programs.

Committee Discussion

The Navy shipbuilding and conversion request of $3,562.6 million
for fiscal year 1975 is the third largest request since World War I1.
The committee recommends a reduction of $681.6 million, and au-
thorization of a fiscal year 1975 program in the amcunt of $2,881.0
million. The various ships and programs in the request are discussed
in Title I of this report.

The committee fully supports the requirement for a modern and
capable naval force. For the past few years, however, there has been
concern over problems in management, as evidenced by continued
delays, increasing costs, and the continued high level of claims on
shipbuilding programs. The committee notes that some progress
appears to have been made, but continued emphasis on proper manage-
ment is still required.

Over the past year, there have been important changes related to
ship construction. These include steel shcrtages, shortages of skilled
ship construction workers, increased material lead times, a sharp
increase in economic escalation, and the largest peacetime backlog
of ships awaiting construction,

The committee has had to consider all factors in arriving at the
recommendation for fiscal year 1975. The practical aspects, such as
whether a ship could be constructed in a reasonable time frame, and
the speed that a program should proceed when there were still ques-
tions on availability of required weapons and equipment, have re-
sulted in recommendations for reductions, even though the committee
may generally support the concept or program. There are too many
examples already of premature program approval leading to sub-
sequent serious production problems,

(72)
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Committee Recommendation for Changes

Authorization in the amount of $2,881.0 million is recommended
for fiscal year 1975. This is a reduction of $681.6 million from the
request.

Trident Ballistic Missile Submarine, + $24.8 million addition

Advance procurement funding of $24.8 million was included in the
fiscal year 1974 supplemental request. The Senate denied authoriza-
tion of the $24.8 million as & supplemental item necessitating adding
authorization in the bill in order to fully fund two Trident submarines.

Nueclear Attack Submarine, —$167.5 million reduction

The committec recommends denial of one of the three nuclear attack
submarines requested. Testimony revealed that 27 nuclear attack
submarines have been authorized and funded that have not yot been
delivered and a substantial portion of those submarines are not yet
under construction. In view of this and the substantial delivery delays
being reported, funding of only two nuclear attack submarines is
recommended.

Sea Control Ship, —$142.9 million reduction

The committee recommends denial of full funding of the lead ship
of this proposod new concept for convoy protection. For fiscal year
1974 the committee recommended denial of $29.3 million in long lead
funds until such time as the concept had been completely validated
and the “optimum aircraft’” had been fully defined to include total
costs and schedule availability and justified to Congress. Subsequent
Congressional action resulted in authorization and funding of the
$29.3 million. However, the Navy was precluded from spending these
funds until a complete review of the Sea Control Ship concept has
been completed and written approval to release the funds has been
granted by the appropriations committees. To date, that review has
not been completed. :

The objections raised by the committee in considering the fiscal
year 1974 request still have not been satisfied. Despite the contention
last year that the concept had been fully validated, it is noted that the
ship has becn lengthened by 30’ in order to carry additional aircraft,
and additional testing of the concept is still underway. An orderly
review of this ontire program will be undertaken in connection with
the fiscal year 1976 authorization request.

Patrol Frigate (PF), —$250.5 million reduction

The committee recommends denial of 4 of the 7 ships requosted
for fiscal year 1975. The committec notes that the ME-92 gun fire
control system is still in dovelopment and will Tequire extensive
testing to assure that all requirements are achieved. The committee
directs that the contract for the 3 ships recormmended for approval
not bo awarded until such time as tho MK-92 system has successfully
completed the required test and ovaluation. Upon completion of the
test and evaluation, the committee is to be advised of the results
including all deficiencies for review prior to contract award for the

. fiscal year 1975 program.

Destroyer Tender, —$116.7 million reduction

The committee recommends deaial of the request of $116.7 million
for one destroyer tender. Three tenders approved by Congress in

31-683—T4—6
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fiscal year 1972 and 1972 are not yet under contract, and until such
time as these ships are under contract and the costs and schedules
are known, authorization of additional tenders will not be considered.

Military Assistance Service Funded Items, —$24.9 million re-
duction
The committee has deleted $24.9 million for items in support of the
South Vietnamese navy from the Navy shipbuilding account. These
items are discussed further under the separate secion for Military
Assistance Service Funded Programs.

Outfitting Material, — $3.9 Million Reduction

The $3.9 million recommended for denial has been identified by the
Navy as not required in fiscal ycar 1975 because of delays in deliverics.

Description of Navy Shipbuilding and Conversion Programs
Recommended for Approval

2 Trident Ballistic Missile Submarines (SSBN)

These ships are the first two follow ships of the new long range
undersea launched missile system submarine program. They have
been designed for improved quietness of operation, and their longer
range missiles give them a greater ocean area in which to operate.
Both of these attributes enhance the survivability and effectiveness
of this first line element of our deterrent forces.

2 Nuclear Attack Submarines (SSN)

These are additional follow-on submarines of the high-speed Lios
Angeles (SSN-688) class. They are a key element of the Navy’s
sea control forces, capable of covert offensive operations in ocean
areas under enemy air and surface control,

7 Destroyers (DD)

The Spruance (DD-963) class destroyers provide conventionally
powered, high speed, long endurance, antisubmarine escort capa-
bility ecombined with other general purpose destroyer missions and
tasks such as naval gunfire support of operations ashore. The ship’s
primary mission will be to supplement the guided missile fleet air
defense frigates as elements of the Navy’s fast carrier task forces.

I Nuclear Powered Guided Missile Frigate (DLGN )

This ship represents a continuation of the Virginia (DLGN-38)
class fleet air defense guided missile frigates. The nuclear powered
frigate is the most capable of our surface combatants. The endurance
and firepower of these ships make them particularly suited for the
protection of nuclear powered aircraft carriers.

Also approved was $92.0 million for procurement of long lead
material for the fifth DL.GN-38 class nuclear frigate vhich is expected
to be fully funded in fiscal year 1976.

3 Patrol Frigates (PF)

This ship is the primary replacement {or the many World War IT
destroyers and destroyer escorts which have been retired. It is a
capable, economical open ocean surface combatant with antisub-
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marine, anti-air, anti-missile and anti-surface ship weapon systems,
designed to operate in the role of protection of naval and merchant
shipping in the lower threat areas.

4 Patrol Hydrofoils (Missile) (PHM)

The anti-shipping-missile equipped patrol hydrofoil will operate
in coastal, island and narrow sea areas against much larger hostile
surface shipping. Armed with 8 Harpoon missiles (and a 76mm
oun), the ship will free the larger patrol frigates and destroyer escorts
for open ocean missions.

With respect to tho MK-92 fire control system, the committee
desires to roview the testing, including all deficiencies prior to any
contract award for the fiseal year 1975 PHM program.

1 Fleet Oiler (AO)

This is the lead ship of a new class of underway replenishment
oilers, required to support fleet operations at sea.

1 Fleet Ocean Tug (T-ATF)

Designed to be manned by Military Sealift Command civil service
mariners, the T-ATF will provide open ocean towing and limited
salvage capability. This is the lead ship of a new, smaller class.

Service, Pollution Abatement and Small Craft

Approval is recommended for four non-self propelled fuel oil
barges (YON), one medium repair drydock (ARDM), and 26 ships’
waste offloading barges (SWOB).

Conversion and Modernization ‘

The fiscal year 1975 program includes four ships, the last of the
conversions currently planned under this appropriation:

(1) Three fleet ballistic missile submarines (SgBN) to accommodate
the Poseidon missile system;

(2) One submarine tender (AS) to provide the capability to support
fleet ballistic missile submarines.

Long-Lead Time Costs

Advance procurement costs are included for the Trident sub-
marine and nuclear frigate programs.

Other Costs

The authorization also includes the following “other” costs:

(1) Outfitting Material—For government furnished repair
parts and consumable supplies required to fill initial ship allow-
ances for ships delivering during the fiscal year.

(2) Post Delivery—To correct deficiencies defined during ac-
ceptance and shakedown trials.

(3) Escalation—To fund differences between contract escala-
tion projections and actually experienced costs, in fiscal year
1974 and prior programs.
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Army Trackep CoMBAT VEHICLES

Millions
Army request _ . oo cemmmm—m—mmm e $331. 9
Senate committe recommended reduction. . oo maeeaa- —38. 6
- Senate committee recommendation. - .o eonao 293. 3
House authorization _ o e ccaccccccccccaccccc o aa—————— 321. 2

Authorization Request :

The FY 1975 request for authorization for the procurement of
Army tracked combat vehicles includes tanks, tank trainers, tracked
recovery vehicles, and other support items.

Summary of House Action

The House approved a total of $321.2 million for Army tracked
combat vehicles. This amount reflects a reduction in'the Armored
Reconnaissance Scout vehicle that was agreed to by the Army.

Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends authorization of appropriation of $293.3
million. The committee recommends a reduction of $25.3 million
from the Armored Reconnaissance Scout vehicle program and a
reduction of $1.5 million from the tank turret trainer program. The
committee also recommends a reduction of $11.8 million from MASKF
requests as explained elsewhere in this roport.

Armored Reconnaissance Scout Vehicle, — $25.3 million reduction

The committee recognizes the Army’s position on this program
and considers the $25.3 million reduction appropriate since the pro-
gram is under complete review. The committee commends the Army
for its sound management practices in requiring a complete program
review when significant questions arise in the program requirements
and success. This type of action has signified the Army’s leadership
in the implementation of reasonable weapon systems procurement
practices. The committee is encouraged by this action and expects
to see this in all of the service’s weapons programs where required.

M60AI Tank Turret Trainer, —$1.5 million reduction

The committee recommends the reduction of $1.5 million in the
Army’s tank trainer program. This reduction agreed to by the Army
is again an example of the Army’s leadership in efforts to reduce costs
in the weapon procurement area.

MASF Programs, —$11.8 million reduction

The $11.8 million requested under Army tracked combat vehicles
for military assistance to South Vietnam has been deleted from this
account and is considered under Title VIIT of this bill.

(10
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Description of Army Tracked Vehicles Recommended for
Approval

M60A41 Tank

The M60A1 tank is the currently stardard medium tank powered
by a diesel engine and mounting a 105 millimeter gun as its primary
armament.

The committee is concerned with the M60A1 tank program and the
possibility of production problems, future cost increases and delivery
problems. The sole source environment places the Army in & difficult
position in attempting to quickly and economically improve its tank
mventory. The committee expects the Army to keep it advised
throughout this next year as to any probable or possible production
or cost problems with this program.

M578 Recovery Vehicle

The M578 recovery vehicle is a tracked recovery wrecker capable of
recovering vehicles up to 30 tons in weight.
M88A1 Recovery Vehicle

The M88A1 medium recovery vehicle is fully tracked and provides
the recovery capability for the medium tank operations in the Army.
M60A1 Tank Trainer

The turret trainer is a complete functi¢nal tank turret intended for
instructional purposes for armored personnel.
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Marine Corps TRACKED VEHICLES

Millions

Marine Corps Request_ ____________________ i ———— $80. 1
Senate committee recommended reduction_ ..o ooeo o ___________ 59
Senate committee recommendation_ _ .. oo . 74.2

House committee recommmendation

Authorization Request

The FY 1975 request is for authorization of appropriation for the
procurement of tanks, recovery vehicles and other spare parts and
support equipment.
Committee Recommendation for Change

The committee recommends authorization of appropriation of
$74.2 million. The committee agrees with the $5.9 million reduction
in M60A1 tank advanced procurement fanding deleted by the House
action.

Description of Marine Corps Tracked Vehicles Recommended for

Approval
M60Al Tank

The M60A1 tank is basically the same tank used by the Army and
is in the second year of procurement by the Marine Corps to modernize
their tank force.

MB88A1 Recovery Vehicle

The M8SA1 recovery vehicle is also the same recovery vehicle
being purchased by the Army and is planned by the Marine Corps
as the recovery vehicle for their M60 tank modernization.

(80)
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Navy ToRPEDOES

) Millions

Navy request_ . o e 8187. 7

Senate committee recommended reduction_ - __. .
Senate committee recommendation. o ______ . _________ 187. 7

House authorization

Authorization request_ L o 187.7

The Navy request for procurement authorization for the torpedo
account includes the MK-48 torpedo, advance procurement for the
Captor program, and other spares and support equipment.

Summary of House Action
The House approved the Navy request of $187.7 million.

Commiltee Recommendation

The committee also recommends authorization of $187.7 million.

The committee notes that Captor, an encapsulated torpedo, is now
scheduled to enter full production in FY 1976. The request in FY
1975 is for $5.9 million in advance procurement and the committee’s
approval of those funds is not to be viewed as a coramitment to full
production. This program will be closely monitored by the Congress as
final testing is completed.

The Navy has failed to make a strong case justifying the Captor
when viewed against the costs involved. Questions as to the systems’
reliability, effectiveness and application raise issues which must be
resolved before full production 1s approved.

(82)

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3

[



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3
' 83

.......... uopeudodde Jo noyezLIOTINY

o
15

................. q10ddns 9seg ToHONpPOIL
.......... T01}e110dSUBI) UOGBHIISAD 1SILY
................... sq1ed aredes pus seredg
.................. 000°008% B} SSOf STIeY
Sor[IoB} PUe juowdmbe 30ddng
TTTTmTT T SUOLEOTTIPOTAL
......... 10199708 198183 TEIMA OTINX
................ Wox 96°¢ ‘OFU TVISTIA
9 0T TTTTTTTT zopuy eduel 1958l E-SAD/NY
................................................................... 189 0¢" ‘und ourgoew g8
: D 47+ St TIOX 79° 7, ‘O3 9UTgoBul 618 A
.......................... TIOX 79° 2 “Und sulgoeur 09T
.................... 105001 A18TpUedT] ‘19GdUne] TVZ0ZIA
% 968ge " QpLL 9T AT 10J 9PEURIS ‘JOUOUNET

-01d 90ULADPE JOZJLA0Y POMO] BETIN X
.......... TI9ISAS JSTRJP I8 UBINA

junomy LI Jmowmry A1l mnowy A nowry A junowy A1 junowry £Im junowry AN} junomy £

~urnyy -urng) =uend -uend -uenp -uLny ~uenyy -usnp
X HaJ 161 (jeruowapddns F16] 1894 wrexdoxd g261
pap woIy k1 pozroymy 3sonbax 1sonl Tt
Bu 1894 [BIS] PL6] dU94 18285 10 {161 TS1
uro1) asuey)) woi)dBuey) 189810 (e et) 1y poverdo Y
ureisoxd JuoLmd

IENOH
ormes . ¥26] TeoL [BOSLY

[sTe[op 30 SUOTIUX U JUneury]

ISENOEY INEWAEAOOUJ SNOAVE M HAHLQ AWEY GL6T VAL TVOSI]

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3

ArMy OrHER WiAPONS

Millions

Army request_______..._____________ o $53. 4
Senate committec recommended reduetion__ ... __.__ . . . 7" —7.4
Senate committee recommendation___ . ___.__________________ 46. 0
House authorization_________________ " _TTTmommmemmmmmmmmos 55. 7

Authorization Request

The FY 1975 request is for authorization for procurement of
machine guns, rifles, rocket launchers and support items. This request
also included some items that were intended to be placed in storage
as War Reserve for Allies.

Summary of House Action

The House approved $55.7 million, an increase of $2.3 million
over the request. This increase was to be applied tc the Vulcan gun
system and was requested by the Army as diverted funds from the
ARSV program reduction.

Committee Recommendation for Changes

The committee recommends authorization of $46.0 million for
Army other weapons. As it did last year, the committee is again
recommending reduction of the items included for ,War Reserve for
Allies. The committee does not agree that these items should be
procured for storage for allies in a title -hat is intended for the pro-
curement of items for U.S. forces. The committee also recommends
& reduction of $2.7 million of MASF items as discussed elsewhere
in this report.

M60 Machine Gun, —$4.0 million reduction

The committee recommends, as it did last year, that the M60
machine guns included in the budget request for purposes of storage
reserve for allies be deleted from the request. $0.1 million of the re-
duction is for MASF machineguns.
M202A1 Rocket Launchers, -$0.9 million reduction

The committee also recommends that the M202A1 rocket launchers
that are requested for procurement against future allied requirements
be deleted from the budget request. $0.1 million of the reduction is
for MASF launchers.
MASF items, — $2.5 million

An additional $2.5 million for items for the MASFE program has
been deleted from this account. The Military Assistance Service
Funded Program is discussed elsewhere.

Description of Army Other Weapons Recommended for Approval

M85 Machine Gun

The M85 machine gun is a .50 caliber machine gun used with the
Army M60 tank.

(84)
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Navy Oraer Wnarons

Millions

Navy request_ . e $25. 6
Senate Committee recommended reduction. . _ . ________________ 0.1
Senate Committee recommendation.__ . ________________________ 25.5
House authorization_ _ . ________ 25. 6

Authorization Request

The Navy request for authorization of procurement of other
weapons includes MK—29 machine guns, gun mounts as well as other
modification and support requirements.
Summary of House Action

The House approved the Navy request for $25.6 million.

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends authorization of $£5.5 million. The
reduction of $0.1 million is for MASF items which are discussed
elsewhere in the report.

MariNE Corprs OrHErR WEAPONS

Millionsg
Marine Carps request_ - _________ . $0. 5
Senate Committee reccommended reduction - —
Senate Committee recommendation__.._______________________ 0.5
House authorization_ _ . ___ . 0.5

Summary of House Action
The House approved the Marine Corps request for $0.5 million.

Comimittee Recommendation
The committee recommends authorization of $0.5 million.

(86)
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TITLE II—RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 201—REsearcH, DEvELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EvALUATION AUTHORIZATIONS

The tabulations below show a comparison of the amounts author-
_ized and appropriated for rescarch, development, test, and evaluation
for fiscal year 1974 with the amounts requested in the President’s
budget for fiscal year 1975, as adjusted by the actions of the ITouse
(H.R. 14592) ,and as recommended by the committec.

_ RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION—COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF ACTIONS ON AUTHORIZATION
REQUEST

[In thousands of doliars]

Fiscal year 1975

Fiscal year 1974 As re%orggd

[
Department Authorized  Appropriated Request comm%ttee House bill ¢
ATMY . ooz amn 2o amm e 1,935,933 1,951, 330 1,985,976 1,875, 243 1,878,397
Navy (including Marine Corps).... 22/656,200 22,716,716  §3,264,503 83,151,042 3,153,006
A FOICe. oo ooe oo e , 958, 200 3,071, 466 3,518, 860 3,389,470 3,459, 760
Defense agencieS cau. <—caeaocaccwmnann 434, 800 462,916 528,700 509, 657 485,500
Test and evaluation, Defense. ... .- 24,600 24,600 27,000 27,000 25, 000

Total, R.D.T. & E. authorization... 28,059,733 2438, 227,028 39,325,089 38,952,412 39,001, 663

1 House action is as reported by the committea and is shown for information anly.

2 Includes $2,600,000 for Navy special foreign currency program in fiscal year 197 4.

s Includes $2,570,000 for Navy special foreign currency program in fiscal year 197 5.

1 Includes $108,308,000 for pay raise supplemental for fiscal year 1974 as passed by the Senate.

SUMMARY OF ADJUSTMENTS TO FISCAL YEAR 1975 RD.T. & E. AUTHORIZATION REQUEST RECOMMENDED BY
SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

[In thousands of dollars]

Senate Armed Services

Committee
* Department 1975 request Change Recommended House bill 1
Army. —110,733 1,875,243 1,878,397
Nav —113,461 23,151,042 23,153,006 -
Air Force_ .. oo 6 —129,390 3,389,470 3,459,760
Defense Agencies. - --w-mem- 28,7 —19, 043 509, 657 485, 500

o
Test and evaluation, Defense 11 R 27,000 25,000
Total, R.D.T. & E. authorization_ ... .ccocemeunan 29,325,039 —872, 627 28,952,412 29,001, 663

1 House action is as reported by the committee and is shown for jnformation onl;.
2’ [ncludes $2,570,000 for Navy special foreign currency program in fiscal year 1975,

Authorization requested
The Department of Defense requested authorization in the amount
of $9,325,039,000, which includes $2,570,000 for the Navy Special
Foreign Currency Program.
(87)
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House action

The House Armed Services Committee reduced the authorization
request by $323,376,000, resulting in an authorization of $9,001,663,-
000. These reductions were made in specific programs, as subsequently
identified except for Defense agencies.

Summary of committee recommendalions

The committee recommends authorization of $8,952,412,000. This
represents a reduction of $372,627,000 or 3.9 percent from the amount
requested, and is $49,251,000 below the amount recommended for
authorization by the House committee. "This recommendation reflects
numerous decreases which are offset in part by onelincrease as dis-
cussed elsewhere in the report.

General discussion of committee reductions

The fiscal year 1975 authorization request for $9,325,039,000 is
$767.1 million more than the amount originally requested for fiscal
vear 1974, and it is the largest amount ever requested for the
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation appropriation. It also
is $1.130 billion more than the amount suthorized and $1.234 billion
more than the amount appropriated for fiscal year 1974.

It is important to recognize that the total amount requested will
not in fact provide a real increase in research and development effort
over the amount available in fiscal year 1974. In fact, most of the
increase is needed to stay abreast of the high rate of inflation and to
provide for items which were included under other sppropriations in

rior years but, which in accordance with Congressional direction,
ﬁave been transferred to the RDT&E account in fiscal year 1975. As
presented in the statement made before tt.e committee by the Director
of Defense Research and Engineering, the specific increase over the
appropriations originally enacted for fiscal year 1974 consists of :
$515 million for inflation;
$225 million for items transferred from other accounts; and
$494 million increase in real effort.

Allowing for the transfers and escalation factors, the fiscal year 1975
request provides for an increase of $494 million, which is 6.1 percent,
in real effort. :

The effect of the committee recommendlation to reduce the request
by $372.6 million would be to provide a real increase of $121.4 million,
or 1.5 percent. However, if the addition of the pay supplemental of
$108.9 million for fiscal year 1974 is taken into account there is no
significant increase and the real program totals for the two fiscal
years are essentially the same.

The technical challenge which the Department of Defense faces,
therefore, is clear. To maintain a vigorcus and viable research and
development program, adequate to insura that our future weaponry
will meet any threat to our national security, wil require much
greater efforts in improving research anc. development management
at all levels within the Department of Defense as well as in industry.

The new Director of Defense Resesrch and Engineering, Dr.
Malcolm R. Currie, heads a team of new Assistant Secretaries for
Research and Development for the Army, Navy and Air Force. In
their respective appearances before the committee, each has stated his
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dedication to this objective. Their concerted resolve promises to mold
the Defense research and development program into a new image of
down-to-earth practicability and efficiency, to a degree not previously
achieved. The committee is encouraged by their statements.

Several major examples of improved research and development
management were set by this new team, with the support and approval
of the Deputy Secretary and Seccretary of Defense, in reaffirming the
fly-before-buy policy in systems acquisition. One involved the N vy
Surface Iffect Ship program, where the Navy was directed to conduct
another year of advanced development and risk reduction before em-
barking on the 2,000 ton prototype program. Another involved the
Army SAM-D air defense system. In this case, the Army was directed
to reorient the profgram from an ongoing engineering development to
proof-of-principle for an advanced, self contained, missile tracking
concept and an austere engineering development program.

Actions such as these will insure that substantial dollar commit-
ments in the future will not be made until the services have demon-
strated by actual hardware test that the weapon system works and is
cost effective in comparison with other competing systems.

The Department of Defense has displayed a new awareness of the
facts of life concerning the prohibitive costs of new weapon systems
which literally and progressively have been pricing Defense out of busi-
ness. This is demonstrated by the propossl in the budget to initiate
development of low cost fighters for the Navy and Air Force, which,
coupled with the expensive I~14 and F-15 air superiority fighters,
promises to provide an affordable hi-lo mix of combat aircralt ade-
quate to our military needs. ’

In both cases these proposals were somewhat late in coming and
therefore will make it more difficult to achicve an optimum mix of
these weapon systems, with the ¥--14 and F-15 aircraft if and when
they are developed and produced.

The committee held separate hearings covering the overall Depart-

. ment of Defense programs in Electronic Warfare, Remotely Piloted
Vehicles (RPVs), Antisubmarine Warfare (ASW), and Iligh Energy
Lascrs. The purpose was to obtain a complete understanding of these
highly complex and technical programs, to determine the adequacy
and merit of the programs proposed for fiscal year 1975, and to
publicize these technologies as being very important to our future
military capability. ) :

Electronic warfare embraces every aspect of military operations and
poses a major challenge to our industry. The ability of our offensive
equipment to reach and destroy enemy targets depends in large mea-
sure on the effectiveness of our electronic warfare capability. In the
same manner, defensive electronic warfare cquipment may well
determine the ability of our forces to survive an enemy attack.

Remotely Piloted Vehicles already have proven their value, and
promise to be a relatively inexpensive way to perform important
military missions which today must be conducted with manned
aircraft.

Antisubmarine warfare is the name of the game in maintaining our
control of the ocean lines of communication and insuring the sur-
vivability of our fleet.

31-683—74—17
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High Energy Lasers promise a revolutionary change in future
weapon systems which may alter the very concepts and tactics of
warfare.

The committee strongly supports the pursuit of these technologies at
o rate commensurate with technical progress. However, this should
not be interpreted as an unqualified prior commitment to these
programs. There is more reason to exercise judicious restraint than
there is to expand programs without valid justification. The Depart-
ment of Defense is encouraged to review these efforts more closely
and to propose a program for fiscal year 1976 which will be consistent
with the committee’s views.

The subject of strategic initiatives as proposed and expounded bﬁ the
Secretary of Defense will be addressed elsewhere in the report. How-
ever, in the broader view of the research and development and pro-
curement programs, there is always the problem that such programs,
once they are begun, tend to acquire a momenturn and cloak of
permanency which is very difficult to undo. The Department must
be conscious of this risk and be prepared, if international tensions
ease and if SALT II is successful, to turn off those programs which
prove to be unnecessary.

The committee is concerned that the technology base funding re-
quested for fiscal year 1975, adjusted for inflation, is lower than in
fiscal year 1974. The Director of Defense Research and Engineering
stated that this area, consisting of Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment, is being held essentially level because a substantial increase
would be prematurc until he strengthens the framework in which
such an increase would be used. The various planned approaches to
this goal, which would improve technology management and coordina-
tion within the Department, reduce unnecessary duplication and over-
lap, and attain a better balance between in-house and contract
research in the face of limited resources, have merit and should be
tried. But this could have been done without a real reduction in tech-
nology cffort during fiscal year 1975 which may disrupt on-going
important work, cause the loss of highly qualified scientists and
engineers, or otherwise delay the start of promising new research.

However, the committee defers to the judgment of the Director of
Defense Research and Engineering and will be interested In hearing
of the results of these efforts when he appears next year in support
of the fiscal year 1976 request.

The following statement from the Committee report on the fiscal
vear 1974 suthorization bill is quoted to inform and to guide the
?ow team of Research and Development managers. It is timely and
bears repeating.

“Phe committee urges the Department of Defense to exercise more
foresight and better judgment in the decisions made regarding what
research and development programs to propose each year. This should
insure more favorable consideration by the Congress. Future author-
ization requests for R.D.T.&E. must emphasize those technologies
and weapon systems which are critical to our future survival. The
Department of Defense would not be fulfilling this responsibility if it
settled for anything less. Adverse Congressional reaction must not
be interpreted as a vote against the need for research and develop-
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ment. It should instead be recognized as a challenge to do a more
effective job of convincing the Congress of the validity and urgency
of the requirements. Failures such as the Cheyenne helicopter and
the Main Battle Tank, parochialism, as evidenced by the “four
tactical air forces,” and other inefficiences and wasteful duplication
discourage Congressional support. The Department must strive
to do a better overall job of managing the research and development,
program.”

*ADJUSTMENTS TO FISCAL YEAR 1975 RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATION REQUEST RECOMMENDED
BY SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

Itn thousands of dollars]

Senate Armed Services

. Committee
Fiscal
year 1975  Change from  Recommen- ! House
Program element request request dation bill
R.D.T. & E., ARMY
iMilitary sciences_____. e e e m 111,520 ... ... 111, 520 111, 520
[Aireraft and related equipment:
Aerial Scout________.._ 6, 000 —5, 360 640 6,000
Heavy Iift helicopter.._.___________ - """ 77°777C 57,725 —21,200 36,525 57,725
Utility tactical transport aircraft system (UTTAS)..._ 54,060 _____________. 54, 060- 49, 060
SobraTOW___________ T T 4,500 4,500 4,500
‘Other programs approved._____.______ ___ .7 152,211 L. .. _. 152,211 152,211
Total, aircraft. ... ... 269, 996 —22,060 247,936 269, 496
Missiles and .related equipment:
SUNGRI . - o e 33,730 —1,500 32,230 | 33,730
Chapatral/Vul 7,229 —5,800 1,429 7,229
Site defense. 160, 000 —50, 000 110, 000 150, 000
Pershjng ... __ - 11, 200 =-11,200 ... __.____. 11, 200
Advanced forward area air defense syst 44,668 - 44,668 15,000
Advanced ballistic missile defense. _ 91, 410 65, 000
Cannon {aunched guided projectile. . _ 12,556 6, 300
Surface-fo-air missile development (SAM-D)__ 111,215 100, 000
Kwajalein Missile Range._______________ - - 84,554 80, 000
Other programs approved.._...____._ . 227777777 149, 856 149, 856
Total, missiles_..._. ... ... 706, 418 —68, 500 637,918 618,315
Wilitary astronautics and related equipment____________ 16,832 ... 15,832 15,832
Ordnance, combat vehicles and related equipment:
Bushmaster. ______ ... _____ . ___ 7,030 —2,900 4,130 4,100
Armored reconnaissance scout vehicle_____________ 8, 062 —3,900 4,162 4, 300
XM-L tank. .. .o . 111 68,790 —3,500 65, 230 65, 000
Weapons and ammunition. . . 1306 s , 306 , 706
Lethat chemical munitions (P.E. 64610A) .~ "~~~ 4,894 —1,800 2,994 3, 000
Mechanized infantry combat vehicle (XM723) MICV. 9,00y .. 9,011 10,711
Other programs approved _________ . ___________.. 158,778 .. 158,778 158,778
Total, ordnance. .- ...._voeeoooooo_ 263, 871 ~—12, 200 261, 671 251, 595
Other equipment: .
Triservice tactical communications program________ 37,273 35, 000
Clothing, equipment, and packaging technology - ___ , 220 3,720
Food technology____.___ S P 5,986 6,486
Suryeillance, target acquisition, and night systems
A 15,398 13,000
20,529 16, 500
481, 087 481, 087
562,493 ___ ... 562, 493 555,793
Programwide management and support____._...__.... " 55,846 .. _____..____ . 55, 846 55, 846
Reimbursements from foreign military saleS.eenenocooaeo oo ____.___ -7,973 7,973 ...
Total, Army R.D.T. & E, authorization...._._..._. 1,985, 976 —110,733 1,875,243 1,878,397

See footnotes at end of table.
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ADJUSTMENTS TO FISCAL YEAR 1975 RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENY AUTHORIZATION REQUEST RECOMMENDED
BY SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMLTTEE—Continued ¢ ‘

[In thousands of dollars]

Senate Armed Services

Committez
Fiscal
year 1975  Change from Recommen- House
Program element request’ request dation bilk
» . R.D.T. & E,, NAVY

Military SCiences. oo e caoeo 2140,832 ... 2140, 832 2 149, 832

Aircraft and related equipment:
Tactical air reconnaissance. .....__.._........... 5,300 —=5,300 ... 5,300
Classified program. ... ..o ou.o- 5,700 —5,700 ___.____... __ 5,700
VCX (carrier on board delivery program). - 4,961 —4, 461 500 4,961
VFX fighter prototype.__ . ___. = 340600 ... 34,000 ..o
Other programs approved. ... ... 299,361 __ 299, 261 299, 361
Total, aircraft ... 349,322 —15, 461 333,861 315,322

Missiles and related equipment:
Surface launched weaponry (U1770) 13, 142 —4,000 9,142 13,142
Sanguine. oo . 13,205 —1,800 11, 405 13,205
Surface missite guidance (advanced) - ... - 3,000 -2,000 1,000 3,000
Trident missile system____ ... ..o 648, 767 —15,000 633,767 648, 767

Fleet ballistic missile system . 46,669 .. 46, €83 37,000

Sidewinder (AIM OV ________ Sy 522 e 27 5,522
Air-launched air-ta-air missite (Agile)_.._.....__. 19,987 ... 19,987 ... ..
ACEIS . e e e 67,012 ____ ... 67,012 50,000
‘Close-in weapon system (Phalanx). ... 32,100 32,100 12,100
Surface missile guidance.. ... __...--. 32,222 25,022
Submarine launched cruise missile__ - 37,971 42,471
Other programs approved. ... oo 220,878 230,978

Total, MISSHES- - noeee e oo ameeemmmaeemmmmnes 122,775 1,081,207

Military astronautics and retated equipment__._.__._. 3,716 8,76 38,716
Ships, small craft, and refated equipment: ' ' o o
Advanced ship development_ ..o oooeeoon 19, 042 —3,400 15,642 16, 042
Radar surveillance equipment (engineering)_. 10, 940 —3,000 7,940 10,940
Surface eftect ships 57,981 —12,200 45,781 57,981
Improved SSBN_... 16, 000 —-16,000 __.___________ 16,000
Classified program.____ - 7,318 —2,000 3,319 7,318
Other programs approved. . .o..cccveoaemrormmar- 616,223 __ - 616,223 616,223
Total, SHiPS_ - e v emommccmmmme o e 727,508 —38,600 6:8,9C5 724,505

Ordnance, combat vehicles, and related equipment

Other equipment:

Classified PIOEIaM _. . oomaecammmmcccmmammo o 24, 09¢. —1, 900 22,196 24,096
Other programs approved. .- -ce--c-caomoomuwanooo 455,19¢ ____.._. S, 455, 196 455, 196
Total, other equipment. ___ o —oeeee- 479, 297 —1,900 477,392 478, 292
Programwide management and support: - ' T
USS Hip Pocket. .. oo oo oo 3,129 ... .
Other programs approved. .. ..ooocoommmmmouoon 280, 797 280,797
Total, programwide management and support_.. 283,926 280,797

Reim bursements from foreign military sales 27,700 . -

13, 153, 006

Total, Navy R.D.T. & E. authorization 461 3,151,082

See footnotes at end of table.
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ADJUSTMENTS TO FISCAL YEAR 1975 RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATION REQUEST RECOMMENDED
BY SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Senate Armed Services

Committee
Fiscal
year 1975 - Change from  Recommen- House
Program element request request dation bill
R.D.T. & E., AIR FORCE )
Military sclences. ... . ool ... 131,400 ... 131,400 131, 400
Aircraft and related equipment: . . - .
A-10 aircraft__ . __ 93,905 —12, 500 81, 405 93,905
F-davionies..__________.____.____._... 13,600 —1,000 12,600 13,600
Aircraft equipment development_.._ 4,994 —1,000 3,994 , 994
Electronically Agile radar__________ 8,000 —4,000 4,000 8,000
Gas turbine technology_.__..__.. 14,789 -1,800 12,989 14,789
Advanced tanker/cargo aircraft. 20,000 —15,500 4,500 20,000
B 499, 000 —44,000 455, 000 489, 000
Air cembat fighter______ 36,000 _._ 36,000 31, 000
Gther programs approved________________._______. 519,72 _ ... 519,712 519,712
Total, aircraft__.__.__________ ... __.______ 1, 210, 000 —79,800 1,130, 200 1, 205,000
B T S e S O ST Py S
Missiles and related equipment: B
Advanced ballistic reentry system_________________ 119, 943 +11,900 131, 843 104, 943
Advanced air-to-air weapons technology_ 3,10 =3 100 - ___
Air launched cruise missile.__________ 80,000 —16, 000 64,000 75,000
Minuteman_______________ 142,900 —19, 000 123,900 142, 900
Other prograras approved_______.______________.. ,057 .. , 057 73,057
Total, missiles. _...._._.______._ ... ... 419,000 —26, 200 392, 800 395,900
Military astronautics and related equipment: T )
SLBM radar warning systems___._____ 8,000 .. _______
NAVSTAR global positioning system_ 25, 400 22,900
Other programs approved _ _________________._____ 439, 300 439, 300G
Total, military astronautics______._.____.____.__ 472,700 462,200
Ordnance, combat vehicles, and related equipment: )
Conventional weapons___________________________ 24,900 ___.__________ 24,900 20, 000-
Improved aircraft gun system.__ 9, 690 —7,490 2,200 2,190
Qther programs approved 122,110 __._ . _____ 122,110 122,110
Total, ordnance_ - ..____________........... 156, 700 —7,490 149,210 144,300
Other equipment: T
Drone/RPV systems development (Project 2107)____. 18, 000 —11, 000 7,000 18,000
Improved tactical bombing_____ ____________ 11,828 —3,500 8, 328 11,828
F-4/F-105 protective systems.___ , 400 -1, 400 4,000 5,400
Joint tactical commmunications 15,700 -3, 000 12,700 15,700
Minimum essential emergency communications net-

WOrK. L. 7,500 —2,000 5,500 7,500
Advanced command and control capabilities 1,500 +5, 000 6,500 1,500
Conus over-the-horizon (OTH) radar system 12,300 ... 12,300 10,300
Improved capability for operational test and evatua-

ton_ o .. 11,900 8,800
Precision emitter location strike system 25,100 22,100
Other programs approved._______________.________ 568, 972 568, 972

Total, other equipment..______._______________ 678, 200 —15,900 652, 300 670,100

Programwide management and support_______________. 450,860 .__________... 450, 860 450, 860

Total, Air Force R.D.T. & E. authorization_...____ 3,518,860  —129,390 3,389,470 3, 450, 760

See footnotes at end of table.
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ADJUSTMENTS TO FISCAL YEAR 1975 RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATION REQUEST RECOMMENDED !
BY SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMIT EE—Centinued

[in thousands: of doltans}

Senate Armed Services

Committee
Fiscal
year 1975 Change from  Recommen- House:
Program element request request dation bil:!
1
R.D.T. & E., DEFENSE AGENCIES
DARPA program:
Military SCiences. - .cevceanranmcaanoacmmcmemcnna- 41100 oo 41,100 38,300
Missiles and related equipment: Strategic technology_ 75, 000 —2, 300 72,700 69,000
Total, Missiles ..o coeoooamonenan e mceaemenn 75, 000 —2, 300 72,700 69, 0000
Other equipment:
Management systems technology. .- o------ 2,743 —2,743 .. 2,743
Undistributed reduetion._ . .. - oo oo ccmmmemsai o mmmemmmmm oo lgoe -8, 000
Other programs approved _.....ccceoceeccnann 94,057 oo 94, 057 94, 087
Total, other equipment_ . o ceeocneeaoo 96, 800 —2,743 94, 057 88, 800
Programwide management and support._.........- 3,900 ... o 3,900 3,9007
Total, DARPA. ..o iaemmcmmcccmmcaeene 216, 800 -5, 043 211,757 Z(]D,VOOO
DCA program:
ther wuipment:
WWMCCS-JTSA . - e e e 4,550 ~1,000 3,550 4,550
Defense communications system. 13,605 —3,500 10,105 13,605
Undistributed reduction. . .o ceccmecemmmmmzez s memeeeemmemoomeemmsizoszon ~§,000
Other programs approved_ ...ooccoooocceoman- 12,805 L. 12, 845 12,845
Total, DCA. - o e cmmmeemta oo 31,000 —4,500 26, 508 26, 000:
DMA program: -
Other equipment:
Mapping, charting and geodesy development.__ 5,651 —1,000 4,65t 5,651
Undistributed reduction . - oo emmmmmemmme i oim e mnsoeoscmama g ~2,000
Other programs approved.. ..o ooooovennas 8,849 o aemoa- 8,843 8,849
Total, DMA . oo e e 14,500 -1, 000 13,500 12, 500)7
DSA program:
rogramwide management and support:
Defense documentation center 11,778 -500 1t,278 11,778
Undistributed reduction. - - oo eeeeo oo ccmmmmmezegaz e meem e smeema oo —508
Other programs approved.. 2,722 o eeeee-- 2,722 2,122
Total, DSA . - oo caercrmemmmcmmaacemannae 14,500 ~500 14, 000 14,000
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). —1,000 -3, 300
Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA)_._. ~2,000 ... —3,000
National Security Agency (NSA) . - cemmemcomc o cmmmcccemmreeene ~5,000 —10,800
Total, DIA/DNA/NSA .o e lemcaeemnen 233,100 -8, 000 225,100 218, 000:
Total, technical support to 0SD/JCS . - —cceeee 18,800 _oooieeeo - 18,800 15, 000
Total, defense agencies R.D.T. & E. authorization . 528,700 —19,043 509, 657 485, 500
Total, Director of Test and Evaluation._..._..._- 27,000 ... 27,000 25, 000
Tota), Department of Defense R.D. & T. E. author-
TZAtH0N - - - e immecememcmemm—eeeeoon 29, 325,030 —372,627 38,952,412 29,001, 663

1 House action is as reportad by the committes and is shown for information only.
2 |ncludes $2,570,000 for Navy special foreign currency program in fiscal year 1875.
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MAJOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

The programs listed below, with adjustments recommended by
the committee but discussed elsewhere in the report, include the
major wea}plon systems for which the largest amounts are requested
for rescarch and development as well as those which the committee

considered to be of special significance.

MAJOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
[In millions of doflars]

Senate Armed Services

Fiscal Committee
eaf ————
975 Recom- House

Program request Change mended bill 1

Army: . i
Heavy [ift helicopter__ ..o eeomes 36.5 57.7
Advanced attack helicopter________ 60.8 60.8
Utility tactical transport helicopier. 54,1 49,1
Aerial Scout. .6 6.0
Cobra TOW 4,5 4.5
Safeguard. 60.8 60.8
Site Defans 110.0 150.0
SAM-D_____ 111.2 100.0
Tank systems (XM-1)_ 65.3 65.0
Pershing ll missile. . 12 L2l 11.2

Navy:
VEX.fighter prototype__ . . oo 380 cioo__... 30 ___.__..
VCX carrier on board delivery. 5.0

o L L Y N 11.8
CH-53E helicopter. ... ._.__.___ 46.7-
Submarine launched cruise missile. .. 42.5
Fleet ballistic missile 37.0
Sanguine..... 18.2
Trident missil 648.8
Trident submari 107.2
Aegis. .. 50.0
Close in weapon (Phalanx). . 12.1
Surface effect ship. ... . - 58.0
Improved SSBN. ... . 16.0
NATO PHM. ..o ol Il 15.7

Air Force:

S LS U 93.9
B-1._. 499.0
EF-111A. ____.____. 35.7
Advanced tanker/carg 20.0
Air combat fighter___ - 3L.0

~18 . 182.6
Advanced medium STOL transp 55.8
Advanced airborne command post. . 67.7
AWACS .. . X e 3 219.7
Minuteman___._.__________ - 142.9 —19.0 123.9 142.9
Advanced ICBM technology. . 37,3 o 37.3 37.3
Air launched cruise missile._____ - 80.0 —16. 64.0 75.0
Advanced ballistic reentry system.._____. .. .. . __..... 119.9 +11.9 131.8 . 104.9

tHouse action is as reported by the committes and is shown for information only.
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ComMITTEE ACTION ON SELECTED SUBJECTS IN THE RESEARCH,
DEvELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION AUTHORIZATION REQUEST
) 1

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FISCAL YEAR 1975 PROGRAMS WITH
EXCESS FUNDS3

The committee recommends reductions totaling $91.6 million in the
programs listed below. Analysis of available data and testimony by
Defonse witnesses indicates that these funds are excess to fiscal year
1975 requirements because of program slippage, unrsalistic schedule,
or denial of the fiscal year 1974 readiness supplemenval.

[In thousands of doliars]

Program Requested Change Recommended
Army:
Bushmaster_ ... .o .7,030 —2,900 4,130
Armored reconnaissance Scout vehicle_ - 8,062 —3,900 4,162
XM= tank .o aeeiceas 68, 790 —3,500 65,299
Total, ATMY - < oecemmmoeeee e e 83, 882 —10, 300 3,582
Navy: T o T
Submarine launched cruise missile. ..o coiaooeaaoo 44,571 —7,000 37,97%
Advanced ship development._______.____.__._._ 19,042 —3,400 15,642
Radar surveillance equipment (engineering) 10,940 -3, 00 7,940
SANGUINE oo 13,205 -1, 800 11, 409
Surface missile guidance_. 3,000 —2,000 1,000
Trident missile system__.. . 6“%8, 767 —15, 000 633,767
Oher Programs - - o ccmeccmmmccmcmammmmsmmm e 1, 41 —5,900 25,515
Total, NaVY oo oo e em e ema o= 771,340 ~38,100 733,240
Air Force: o o R
Ftl @VIOMICS - - e e oo oo e et mm o mmammmmmme e nn 13,600 —1,000 12, 600
Aircraft equipment development. ... 4,994 —1,000 3,994
Improved tactical bombing . .. ... eoooo. 11,828 ~—3,500 8,328
F-4/F-105 Protective Systems_. 5,400 —1,400 00D
Electronicatly Agile Radar.____ 8,000 —4, 000
Air Launched Cruise Missile___. 80, 000 —16, €00
Total, Air Force. o ..o ooao.. 123,822 —26, 900
Defense agencies: o i o
Strategic technology (ARPA) _ e 75,000 -2, 300
Defense communications system (DCA) - 13, 605 ~-3,500
WWMCCSJTSA(DCA) e cmeamaae - .4,550 —1,000
Mapping, charting, and geodesy development (DMA) 5, 651 —1,000
Defense Documentation Center (DSA) - - oo o omaimns 11,778 —500 11,278
Other PrOZramS . .. e omm o omecmmmmmmemmmmmmwmm o mmenen 167,038 —8,000 159, 033
Total, defense agenCies . .. w oo came e mmmm e 277,622 —16, 300 261,322

Reimbursements From Foreign Military Sales

Committee recommendation

The committee recommends reductions of $7.973 million and $27.7
million respectively from the Army and Navy requests for new obli-
gational authority (NOA). These amounts will be provided as repay-
ments from the proceeds of sales of military equipment to foreign
governinents.

Background

The committee has been provided with the following facts. The
Foreign Military Sales Act and Department of Defense regulations
(ineluding DOD Directive 2140.2 dated January 23, 1974) require
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that foreign governments reimburse the Department (LOD) for ad-
ministrative services (usually 2 percent) and non recurring research
and development (R.D.T.&L.) costs applicable to items sold (usually
4 percent). However, in the case of the Federal Republic of Germany
the Military Procurement Agreement of 1956 has been interpreted to
prohibit Defense from including administrative surcharges in any
sales case. As a result, Operations and Maintenance appropriations
in the Army and the Air Force arc paying the cost which, according
to DOD regulations, should be paid by the foreign customer. However,
the Navy has used recoupments from R.D.T.&E. surcharges to make
up for the lack of sufficient resources collected from the administrative
surcharges. The committee understands that DOD has solicited State
Department aid in . having the 1956 agrecement with Germany
rescinded. In addition, DOD has directed the Navy to realign their
budget submissions to include sufficient funds in their operating
budget to support manpower and other administrative costs necessary
to administer the foreign military sales (FMS) program with offsets
for anticipated reimbursements from administrative surcharge col-
lections. The committece endorses these procedures and anticipates
that these actions will provide sufficient resources from FMS adminis-
trative surcharges, thereby eliminating the requirement for the Navy
to use Navy Ré&D reimbursements for this purpose.

Committee considerations

The reimbursements represented by the reductions recommended
by the committee, were not reflected in the fiscal year 1975 budget as
submitted, but will be available for transfer to the R.D.T: & E. ac-
counts of the Army and Navy during fiscal year 1975 from. orders re-
ceived from foreign governments for military equipment produced
in the United States. They represent non-recurring costs associated
with research and development for these equipments, which were
initially paid by the Army and Navy in the development of the
equipment. This is in accordance with the sales agreements with the
foreign countries. The Departmont of Defense agrees that these
amounts will be available to support fiscal year 1975 program
requirements.

AIR-TO-AIR DOGFIGHT MISSILES

Commitiee Recommendations

The committee recommends approval of Navy requests for $0.5 mil-
lion to continue development of the ATM-91,, an improved version of
the Sidewinder missile, and approval of $20.0 million to continuc ad-
vanced development of the Agile dogfight missile. The committee rec-
ommends denial of an Air Force request for $3.1 million to start proto-
type development of the CLLAW missile.

Committee Consideralions
Sidewinder Missiles

The current close-in dogfight missiles used by the Air Force and
Navy are variations of the Sidewinder series which started with the

common AIM-9B version back in the early 1960s. The Air Force has
chosen to modify its 9B Sidewinders for improvements in maneuver-
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ability, resulting in the -9E and -9J coafigurations. The Navy has
developed and built a series of product improved Sidewinders, the
-9D, -9G, and —9I1 versions, featuring an improved seeker, larger
rocket motor, and in the —9H, solid state electronics. The -9D and -9G
demonstrated excellent combat results in Southeast Asia and in the
recent Mideast war when used by the Isruelis.

The Navy and Air Force have joined again to develop a common
Sidewinder, the ~9L as the latest product, improvement version. The
—9L will have solid state electronics, a more lethal warhead, and a guid-
ance seeker with a head-on firing capability. The —9L has been experi-
encing a long series of development problems which have stretched out
the R&D program and delayed a start on production of the missile. The
committee believes the services should be given some additional time to
fix these —9L problems, but also recommends that the Air Force as well
as the Navy should carefully consider procurement of the -0H as an
alternative if the problems with the —91. are not resolved this year.
Agile

The Agile is being developed as a successor to the Sidewinder. It is
in the advanced development stage, with only prototypes of the future
missile’s components being tested so far. The Agile 15 being designed
with highly sophisticated capabilities, including a thrust vectoring
rocket motor and exotic target seeker to give the ultimate in off-bore-
sight launch and maneuverability.

These capabilities promise to be very expensive. The Navy has spent
$74 million in R&D already and has not yet fired the first complete pro-
totype missile. The total development cost is estimated as $223 million,
and the procurement cost as $50,000 apiece when built in high volume
production. By contrast, present Sidewinders cost on the order of
$20,000 each.

While recommending approval of the fiscal year 1975 funding re-
quest, the committee believes the Agile design should be reviewed
carefully this year to see if all of the capabilities and sophistication
currently being designed in the missile are essential, cost-effective, and
truly required in operational use.

CLAW

The Air Force has studied the potential concept of & CLA W missile,
which would be a small weapon only one-third the size of the present
Sidewinder, but using similar seeker techrology. Funds were requested
in fiscal year 1975 to start an advanced development prototype phase,
with two contractors to build 30 test missiles each. The cost of this
phase would total $18 million.

The CLAW would have a much sma’ler warhead than the Side-
winder. The missile would have to achieve essentially a direct hit to
kill an airplane. The Air Force recently abandoned the Falcon mis-
sile, another hit-to-kill weapon, because it was not effective. The com-
mittee believes the CLA'W missile would have the same deficiencies
and recommends that the CLAW project be terminated.
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ARMY PROGRAMS
HEAVY LIFT HELICOPTER

Committee recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $21.2 million from the
$57.7 million requested, reflecting denial of the proposal for a second
prototype helicopter, including reliability and maintainability im-
provement of components. :

Background

The Army Heavy Lift Helicopter (FILH) program was approved
on September 17, 1970, based on the posgibility of also meeting
Navy and Marine Corps requirements. However, in May 1971
Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard determined that the Army
HLH was not acceptable for Navy/Marine Corps operations primarily
because of incompatibility for shipboard basing. In November 1971
the Deputy Secretary authorized the Navy to initiate s separate
prototype program to meet its own needs. This is the CH-53E which
1s a three engine version of the CH-53D, and which flew successfully
on March 1, 1974.

The Deputy Secretary of Defense, while approving the current
CH-53E program on April 25, 1973, directed the Army and Navy to
develop details, including costs, to provide a Navy/Marine Corps
version of the HLIH. This is not understood because the Navy and
Marine Corps have testified that the CH-53E, which is cheaper, ship-
board compatible, and has flown successfully, is adequate to meet all
of their requirements. The Department of Defense therefore should
give serious consideration to discontinuing the designation of the larger
HLH as a joint Army/Navy/Marine Corps program.

The HLH, which is designed to lift at least six tons more than the
CH-53E (22.5 tons vs. 16 tons), is in the early stage of dynamic com-
ponent testing on a ground test rig and is not scheduled to fly for about
another year and a half. ‘

The Army expanded the HLH program in January 1973 from only
an Advanced, Technology Component (ATC) phase to minimize
technical risks and costs associated with possible later full scale
development, to include building and test flying one austere IILII pro-
totype with first flicht in August 1975. The committee was advised
that following completion of prototype flight tests and demonstration
of technological feasibility, the Army and the Department of Defense
then will decide whether to propose the start of engineering develop-
ment.

Committee consideration

The Army request includes $21.2 million to do reliability and main-
tainability improvement work, and to start a second development
prototype which is estimated to cost a total of $38.5 million. The
justification is that this would provide a hedge against a loss of the
first prototype, and would facilitate transitioning into engineering
development. It also would permit the contractor to maintain his
skilled enginecring manpower who otherwise would be significantly
reduced when the single prototype phase is completed.
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The committec disapproves a second prototype and the cornpanion
reliability and maintainability work for the following reasons:

1. The operational requirement for the HLH has not been
approved. It is only approved as an advanced development
program to prove out the technology.

2. There is no urgency since no operational requirement has
been approved. Therefore the program should be pursued at a
pace which is dictated solely by techrical progress. This step by
step approach will minimize cost until the technclogy is demon-
strated through prototype flight testing. The Department of
Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council will not even
consider if the HILH should vo into engineering development for
two more years, in April 1976. It is noted that the program has -
encountered technical probleins and schedule delays recently.

3. Uf the first prototype succeeds in proving out the ATC
program, additional development prototypes would be appro-
priate coincident with a decision to hegin engineering develop-
ment, and reliability and maintainakility improvements would
be appropriate during that phase.

4. If the first prototype is lost, the reason for the loss may be
sufficient cause to terminate the program. If the decision is
made to continue with the program, a second prototype could
be built in this possible eventuality. Since there is no critical
need date, the delay would make little difference. It is debatable
whether costs would increase because any inecrease would be
compensated by the lessons learned up to that time which
can be incorporated in a second prototype.

5. Bven il technically proven, the HL.H may not be a cost
effective program. Although $146.2 million has been spent
through fiscal year 1974, it will take an additional $554 million
to finance the $700 million cstimated for the complete develop-
ment program. Present estimates of a $10 million production
unit cost, in escalated dollars, and a possible requirement of
100 for iventory would add $1.0 billion for procurement.
This equates to $17 million program unit cost for a helicopter
whose operational need has not yet been approved. By contrast,
the Navy and Marine Corps have u requirement for only 74
CH-53E helicopters at a production unit cost cf $6.1 million.
This amounts to a total procurement cost of $453.7 million and,
including research and development, $553.9 million.

In summary, prudence and economy would clearly point ‘goward
holding the program in fiscal year 1975 to demonstration of ATC
components and fabrication of the single prototype. The Qeneral
Accounting Office sums up the situation similarly in their staff study
dated March 1974, On page 9 they state:

The purpose of the ATC program is to minimize costs and
technical risks associated with the full-scale development of
an HLIH by developing selected critizal HLH ccmponents.
The Army is currently building one aastere HIH prototype
and is requesting funds for a second, more fully equipped,
prototype. Since the critical components have not yet been
fully tested by the ATC program, the prototype procurcment
may be premature.
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AERIAL SCOUT

Conumnittee recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $5.36 million from the
$6 million requested, leaving $640,000.

Background

The Army has a requirement for a more modern Aecrial Scout
helicopter which will be compatible with the increased speed and
performance capability of the Advanced Attack Helicopter (AATH)
and Utility Tactical Transport Helicopter (UTTAS).

Last year, the committec and the Congress denied the $1.0 million
requested for fiscal year 1974 because inifial contract award was
planned to be made at the beginning of fiscal year 1975 so the fiscal
year 1974 funds were not needed.

The Army has established a task force to examine three possible
approaches to this program, as follows:

1. A modified version of an existing Army helicopter.
2. A military adaptation of a current U.S. or foreign airframe.
3. A complotely new development.

Commitlee consideration

The fiscal year 1975 cffort through the middle of the fourth quarter
will bo primarily in-house, and the remaining $640,000 is being left
in for this purpose. This will permit the issuance of RFPs to industry
by October 1974, as planned.

Since the planned contract date is mid-May 1975, just 45 days
before the beginning of fiscal year 1576, the short delay until fiscal
year 1976 funds become available should have no impact on the
program. Moreover, this would also provide the Congress with
specific information that it does not now have, and which is essential
to a determination of Congressional support. By next February,
when the fiscal year 1976 budget is being reviewed by the Congress,
the committeo will know the result of the Department of Defense
actions which will have decided on approval or disapproval, and also,
if approved, which one of the three alternative approaches had been
selected. This will be a much more meaningful basis for consideration.
The potential candidates for the threc alternatives available to the
Army include the following:

French SA 341 Gazelle.
French Augusta 109.
British Liynx.

German BO-105.

Bell DH 222.

Army OIH-58.

Army AH-1G.

The committee encourages the Army and the Department of De-
fense to give major consideration to the most cost effective of the three
approaches, when the selection of one is made, and considers that a
completely new development is recognized as being the most costly
and will take the longest period of time to obtain.
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PERSHING 11

Committee recommendation

The committee recommends approval of the $12.0 million requested
for the Radar Area Correlation project, but denial of the $11.2
million requested to initiate development of the Pershing Il missile
in which it would be incorporated.

Background

The program, as proposed by the Army, is in two perts: Completion
of development of the Radar Area Ccrrelation technology effort
carried on during fiscal year 1974 and initiation of Pershing II devel-
opment to do further design effort towards incorporating this tech-
nology. If successful, this would significantly increase the accuracy
and reduce the collateral damage that could be caused by the present
Pershing I missile.

The Army completed the procurement of the Pershing I missile in
fiscal year 1974. I')I‘h.is missile is a tactical nuclear weapon for use
primarily in the NATO environment. The Federal Eepublic of Ger-
many also has purchased the Pershing I veapon.

Committee Considerations

The committce recommendation reflects the concern that Pershing
IT should not be initiated until the Radar Area Correlation equipment
has completed development and testing at high velocities in supersonic
aireraft. Moreover, additional development effort in the tactical
nuclear weapons field should be paced by actual military requirements.
In this regard, the committee is concerned about Department of
Defense future plans for NATO deployment of tactical nucf)ear weapons.

The committee also acknowledges the excellent report of Senator
Sam Nunn, dated April 2, 1974, regarding the NATO theatre, and
the concern expressed about the uncertair.ties relating to the plans for
employment of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe.

The Department of Defense has indicated that the cost and opera-
tional effectiveness analysis for Pershing II is not the most current
or most useful to be considered by the committee. An updated cost
analysis of this program should be made to consider all available
tactical weapons that could be employed.

The committee also is concerned that the Department of Defense
has not explored the possibility of joint development with Germany
or other NATO countries who would bonefit from this program. If
feasible, this would reduce the amount cf research and development
funds to be contributed by the United States.

SAM-D AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends approval of the full amount of $111.2
million requested to support the reoriented SAM-D program.
Description

SAM-D is an advanced surface-to-air missile weapon system which
is planned to replace both the Nike Hercules and the Improved Hawk
missiles in the 1980s. It is being developed with the ability to simul-
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taneously detect, track, and cngage a number of high performance air-
borne targets in severe electronic and tactical countermeasure environ-
ments. 1t will be complemented by low altitude, forward area air
defense weapons and will be integrated with the Air Force in the
overall air defense of the theatre of operations.

Background

Last year the committee recommended and the Congress provided
the entire $194.2 million requested. At that time the committee stated
that in recommending approval, this did not constitute a commitment
to production, but merely the next step in an orderly development
program.

During the floor debate on the authorization bill last year, an amend-
ment to delete all of the funds requested for SAM-D was defeated. It
was again introduced during consideration of the appropriations bill,
but was withdrawn in view of an agreement within the Senate Appro-
priations Committee to include report language in the fiscal year 1974
appropriations bill directing that the Department of Defense conduct
a cost effectiveness study to be completed by March 81,1974

Program Reorientation

The Deputy Secretary of Defense on January 10, 1974, dirccted the
Army to reorient the SAM-D program from a full scale engineering
development program to an advanced development program with cer-
tain austere engineering development tasks to continue. Specific pro-
visions of the directive which govern the fiscal year 1975 program
include the following:

1. Demonstrate that the Track-Via-Missile (TVM) guidance works
by conducting 16 missile flight tests during fiscal year 1975,

2. Eliminate all efforts not in direct support of this specific TVM
test program or which are not critical to the continuation of the
austere SAM-D engineering development program,

The directive also states “It is empasized that this decision to con-
tinue with the SAM-D program does not represent a decision to com-
plete the development program. Rather, it indicates the intent to
continue through the ‘proof-of-principle’ TVM flight tests and at
that time to hold a Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council
(DSARC) mecting for addressing the termination or continuation of
the program as appropriate in view of the demonstrated technical and
cost performance. The work to be completed through fiscal year 1975
prior to the DSARC is effort normally addressed in the advanced
development phase of a program which focuses on elements which
are time critical and involve some technical risks. It seems desirable
to conduct SAM-D as an advanced development program until this
plan has been completed.”

Conunittee Considerations

The Army has complied fully with the Deputy Secretary’s decision,
and has deleted substantial engineering development work from their
fiscal year 1975 program that reduced their initial requirement by
%54.7 million, from $165.9 million to $111.2 million, the amount finally
included in the budget. This is a 33 percent reduction in funds.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Programs and Analysis has
completed a 90 day cost effectiveness study, as requested in the Senate
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Appropriations Committee report, with participation by the General
Accounting Office. His report, while recognizing the difficulty of ana-
lyzing future air defense requirements due to the uncertainties of the
threat, technology and cost, clearly supports continued SAM-D tech-
nology. Tt states:

“In short, if the SAM-D technology works, we can demonstrate its
cost effectiveness in a family of high to medium altitude (FIIMAD)
air defense systems—-if, as presently predicted, a substantial enemy air
threat continues to materialize. We believe this clearly supports the
need to continue research and development in the HIMADs area
along the general lires of SAM-D. By the same token, specific deploy-
ment decisions as to quantities or final configurations are still prema-
ture.”

It is clear that the General Accounting Office agrees that SAM-D
technology should not be terminated, but should be continued in order
to prove or disprove its value. The committee concurs with the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, and recommends support of the revised SAM-
D program.

The committee is aware that the TVM guidance tests will not be
completed by the end of fiscal year 1975, as directed by the Deputy
Secretary of Defense. Therefore, the committee will consider the ex-
tent to which technical progress, including a number of TVM test
firings, has been demonstrated, when the fiscal year 1976 authoriza-
tion request is being reviewed next year.

The Federal Republic of Germany recently announced that the
SAM-D is the best candidate for the N'ke Hercules replacement in
the 1980s and supports its use for that purpose. If SAM-D. as present-
ly configured or in a less costly version, ultimately provesto be suceess-
ful, and this is yet to bo demonstrated, the intercsts nf Germany and
other NATO countries would reduce. acquisition costs and therefore
cost effectiveness of the system.

Conclusion

In summary, there is general agreemenr, between the Department of
Defense and the General Accounting Office that SAM-D technology
should continue to be proven out during fiscal year 1975. The major
advancements proposed over existing air defense systems are substan-
tial. The Deputy Secretary of Defense is to be complimented on mak-
ing the difficult decision in reorienting the program and, in effect, mov-
Ing it back into advanced development. The committee will continue
to clogely monitor this program and will not favorably consider re-
sumption of full scale engineering development until all questions con-
cerning cvaluation of the projected threat, demonstration of technical
feasibility, and cost effectiveness have been resolved. The Secretary
of Defense is requested to provide the data necessary to satisfy these
requirements in support of the fiscal year 1976 request.
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NAVY PROGRAMS

IMPROVED STRATEGIC NUCLEAR BALLISTIC MISSILE
SUBMARINE

Cominittee recommendation

The committee recommends denial of the $16.0 million requested to
initiate the Improved Strategic Nuclear Ballistic Missile Submarine
weapon system as premature, but fully supports the concept of a
lower cost submarine launched ballistic missile system than the
Trident.

Background

The Secretary of Defense decision of January 1974 approved a 10
Trident weapon system program at a rate of two per year following the
lead submarine, provided for accelerated backfit of 10 Poseidon sub-
marines starting in fiscal year 1979 and completing in fiscal year 1982,
and approved the start of feasibility and conceptual design work on an
Improved SSBN called SSBN-X. :

The SSBN-X, which would bo a smaller ship than Trident and carry
16 Trident I or C—4 missiles, could be a cheaper replacement for
Poscidon submarines on a onc-for-one basis. It could be slightly larger
than Poseidon but would be unable to accommodate the larger and
longer range Trident 1T or D5 missile.

The SSBN-X could be available beginning in calendar year 1984,
and would provide a hi-lo mix with the 10 Trident weapon systems,
being more flexible and more economical. The Navy considers the
SSBN—X to be a desirable option.

Comimittee consideration

The committee considers that the concept of the SSBN-X has
merit, but the need for initiation in fiscal year 1975 is questioned,
particularly because ol the early stage of the Trident program. In
fact, as of the time of this report, the lead submarine contract had
not yet been awarded.

It is debatable whether the Poseidon submarines will last longer
than the design life of 20 years. Still, the Navy has testified that they
may last as long as 25 years, although this cannot be proven because
the oldest of the Polaris submarines is 14 years old. The upper estimate
of useful service life approaches 30 years.

Under the existing interim SALT agrecment the 10 Trident sub-
marines will replace the oldest 10 Polaris submarines which were
deployed from 1960 through 1963. This will leave 31 Poseidon. sub-
marines in operation, 10 of which were deployed in 1964 with the
remainder during 1965 through 1967,

The plan to deploy the SSBN-X starting in 1984, therefore, would
coincide with the assumed need to start replacing the oldest Poscidon
submarines when they become 20 years old. This is considered to be
extremely conservative and unjustifinble. A delay of one or two years
in starting the SSBN-X would still provide ample time to devclop
them and put them into operation at least several years before obso-
lescence dictated the orderly replacement of Poseidon. Morcover,
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there are other important advantages to deferring the start of the
SSBN-X. Since it would incorporate much of the Trident submarine
technology, more important technology lessons could be learned from
another year or two of Trident submarine development. The results of
SALT II, which cannot be prejudged, also could have a major impact
on the size and composition of the future SLBM fleet and could
influence any plan for the SSBN-X.

The committee also considers that the United S:uates retains the
option, if the need arises, to continue to build Trident submarines
beyond the initial 10 now planned.

SURFACE EFFECT SHIPS

Committee recommendalions

The committee recommends a reduction of $12.2 million from the
$58.0 million requested for fiscal year 1975 because these funds will
not be required to contract for the 2,000 ton prototype contract design
and long lead procurement until fiscal year 1976." The details of the
program, together with committee recomraendations, are as follows:

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year 1975~

Fiscal year
197

4 Request  Recammend Change

Technology and advanced development. __._______.____ 9,900 9,500 9, 500 0
1,000 ton test program. ... .___. ._______ .1 11770 16, 500 12,000 12,000 0
2,000 ton program.__________ . 32,900 34, 800 22,600 —12,200
Preliminary design.______ (1,300 0 0 0
Subsystem development__ (18,600 (20, 000) (20, G00) 0
Ship system development. (13, 000) (2,600) (2,600) 0
Contract design._..______ 0 56, 800) 0 (—6, 800)
Long lezd procerement.__ .. 0 5, 400) 0 (-5, 400)
Detail design and construction 0 Q 0 0
Program management. . ____.._____________.____.... 1,600 1,681 1,681 0
Total . 60, 900 57,981 45,781 -12,200

Background

The committee has been correct in restraining the Navy, for the past
three ycars, from prematurely initiating the 2000 ton prototype
follow-on to the 100 ton test craft. The Navy has acknowledged this
and agrees that this has enhanced the continued support of the
program.

The General Accounting Office (GAQ), by letter dated November 21,
1973, to the Departmnent of Defense provided the results of a com-
plete review of the program and stated that there were too many un-
knowns to justify proceeding with the 20C0 ton program. A letter was
written by the committee to the Secretary of Defense on November 28,
1973, expressing concern about the (FAQ findings and asking that they
be seriously considered by the Department.

The Department of Defense finally recognized the validity of the
GAO and eommittee statements and the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
on January 23, 1974, directed the Navy tc undertake a risk reduction
program instead of awarding detailed design contracts as proposed by
the Navy. This decision had the cffect of delaying these contracts by
about a year, to May 1975, at which time Defense would review the
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technical progress made. It satisfied, award of the detailed design con-
tracts could occur at the carliest in June 1975, the last month of fiscal
year 1975. During fiscal year 1975, two of the four competing contrac-

tors will be awarded preliminary design contracts to continue to up-

date their design proposals including what is incorporated from the
risk reduction technology efforts.

Comimittee Considerations

The committes considers that there are enough uncertainties in the
critieal technologies involved in the risk reduction program that the
major decision to start detailed design in the last month of fiscal year
1975 is not likely to occur as forecast, and that this event will take
place at the beginning of fiscal year 1976 at the earliest. Moreover, this
will provide the Congress an opportunity in March and April 1975 to
consider the results of an additional 12 months of progress in risk
reduction, in deciding whether detailed contract design should begin.
The risk reduction items include seals, waterjet flush inlets, ride con-
trol, propulsion system and environmental effects.

The committec reiterates its position of previous years that the Navy
should plan to build only one 2000 ton ship initially, because it is still
the Navy plan to build two. The Secretary of Defense has not taken a
position on this as yet. ITowever, competitive detailed contract design
may be snpported to obtain maximum benefit from two different de-
signs and the advantages of a cost competition. Following this, only
one contractor should be selected in fiscal year 1976 to build the ship
now estimated to cost between $125 and $150 million.

The committee recognizes the possibility that the Navy may achicve
the planned schedule in time to obtain Secretary of Defense approval
to initiate detailed contract design of the 2000 ton ship at the begin-
ning of fiscal year 1976. Therefore, if enactment of fiscal year 1976
appropriations is late, the committee would be amenable to the ini-
tiation of this program at that time, using fiscal year 1976 funds,

provided that the cornmittee is satisfied with the progross made.

VCX (CARRIER ON BOARD DELIVERY AIRCRAFT)

Commitiee Recommendation

The committec recommends 2 reduction of $4.5 million from the $5.0
million requested, leaving $500,000.

Background

The Navy has a requirement for a more modern carrier on board
delivery aircraft than the present C-2A and C—1A aircraft. The C-2A
is out of production and the C-1A is obsolete. Neither of these has the
capability to perform as required by the Navy.

A replacement aireraft is required to meet the Navy’s need for rapid
response delivery of cargo/personnel /medical evacuation to and from
carriers at sea.

The Navy has stated that the $1 million of fiscal year 1974 funds
will support study contracts with Grumman and Lockheed during the
May through July 1974 period. These companies make the C2A and
S-8 which are candidates to be adapted to satisfy the VCX program
requirement. The result of these studies will be considered together
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with any unsolicited proposals from other airplane companies, and
the Navy will revise the Development Concept Paper (DCP) No. 131
leading to the submission of a coordinated DCP for Defonse review
in Angust 1974, This will coincide wita Defense deliberations on the
fiscal year 1976 budget, and should be resolved in December of 1974,

Committee Considerations

The committee considers that the uncertainties about which ap-
proach the Navy will recommend, among the various possible airveraft,
meluding the S23 and C-2A derlvatlves, as well as proposals by other
companies, should be resolved and the decision wade known to the
Congress before proceeding with the program. This will be reflected
in the fiscal year 1976 request which will include the funds needed
to initiate the development contract. The $500,000 remaining in the
fiscal year 1975 program will support Navy in-house efforts during
the remainder of that year, and enable the Navy to move out on tho
fiscal year 1976 program in an orderly manner.

This approach also cnables the committee to exercise its oversight
responsibility in jndging the merits of the actions proposed by ‘the
Navy in the review of the fiscal year 1976 budget.

NAVY RECONNAISSANCE

Commitlee Recommendations

The committee recommends denial of Navy requests totalling $11.0
million for R&D on two reconmaissance programs. These are $5.3
raillion to start development on a reconnaissance sensor pod and 5.7
million to start development on an electronic intelligence collection
system.

Reconnaissance Pod Program

The Navy is proposing to phase out its RA-5C carrier based super-
sonic ro(‘onn‘n%qan(‘o airplanes by the end of the 1970s and instead
pertorm this mission by carrying pods containing the cameras and
other sensors under the wings of tactical attack bombers and fighters.
The Navy bought its last RA-5C airplanes in the late 1960 time perlod
so aireraft age is not a prohlem. The Navy states that vhe sensors in the
RA-5C are obsolete and that the airplanes are largs and difficult to
operate on carrier decks.

The Navy is not clear yet on how its reconnaissance missions will be
performed, that is, with specially trained squadrons “dedicated” to the
mission or with fighter and attack squadron pilots doing reconnaissance
as an occasional mission. Also the capability of the A-7TE attack plane
for reconnaissance is an issue which needs operational test validation.
The committee recoramends deferral of this program until it is better
defined.

Electronic Intelligence

The Navy’s carrier-based electronie intelligence gathering mission
has been performed by EA-3B airplanes, with spema][v trained crews
and aireraft confipured particularly for this function. These air-

planes are to be phased out soon. The Navy reguest is for funds to
start development of a modern system, called TASES, but the Navy
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has proposed to install this system in the S-3A antisubmarine war-
fare airplane. This decision apparently was made because current
budgetary constraints made it difficult to fund 20 new airplanes to
fulfill this mission requirement.

The Navy’s concept for operating the 20 S-3As which also would
have TASES equipment installed would be to have alternate crews
take turns flying the airplancs, one trained for ASW and one trained
for intelligence missions. The committee does not believe that this
operational concept is practical and recommends that the TASES
project be deferred until the Navy can program new aircraft as well as
new equipments to perform this mission.

NAVY CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends authorization of $5.5 million in R&D, a
reduction of $4.0 million from the request, for a program to validate
the size requirements for an anti-cruise missile defense weapon.

Background

Last year the Navy proposed development of a dual-mode Redeye
missile as a close-in weapon to destroy enemy cruise missiles targeted
against ships. The committee rejected all funding for this project be-
cause the Redeye missile is too small and would require a direct hit to
Ikl its target.

The Navy now concurs that the Redeye is too small, It requested
$9.5 million in fiscal year 1975 to determine whether a 5 inch diameter
missile (Sidewinder size) or an 8 inch diameter missile (Sparrow size)
was the smallest that could effectively accomplish this function and
then to start on system development. The hasic difference between these

two candidates is in their warheads with their different kill potentials.

Basis for Committee Action

The committee concurs that the Navy is proposing the logical first
step for a new program. The committec recommends approval of $5.5
million this year, the amount the Navy identified as needed to evaluate
and confirm whether a 5 inch missile effectively can kill an incoming
eruise missile. Once the determination of minimum size has been made,
the Navy then can propose a new development. program in fiscal year

1976 if one is warranted by the results of the tests.
PROJECT SANGUINE

Commiltee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $1.8 million from the
$13.2 million requested with the full understanding that this does not
represent a commitment to or approval of full scale devclopment.
The amount reduced represents funds determined to be excess to fiscal
year 1975 program requirements. The committee recommends con-
tinued support of Sanguine, both to insure the future survivability
of communications with our strategic submarine deterrent force, as
well as the submarine itself, and to enhance the doctrine of flexible
response. :
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Background

Sanguine is an extremely low frequency communications system
which, despite enemy nuclear attack o) jamming, is intended to pro-
vide assured command and control of TN.S. strategic forces, particu-
larly ballistic missile submarines deployed worldwide. The committee
recognizes the importance of maintaining reliable and highly effective
communications with our vital strategic Torces.

This program, despite its significant potential value, has been very
controversial in recent years primarily because of widespread con-
cern as to its feasibility as well as its environmental implications.
Opposition has been expressed by members of both houses of the
Congress, by universities and scientific institutions, by state and local
governments, and by individual scientists and engineers concerning the
various aspects of this program including the potential site for its
location,

This committee eonsistently has acted in a monitorship role, and
has taken such measures as holding public as well as closed hearings,
cooperated at the staff level as well as with individual senators to.
insure that Congressional oversight was being adequately exercised.
Those who have expressed their opposition to this program have indi-
cated their satisfaction with these various actions of the committee.

The Navy is continuing to cooperate by providing unclassified sci-
entific and technical data as it becomes available and updating the
Environmental Impact Statement on file with the Council on Environ-
mental Quality.

Committee Considcrations

During fiscal year 1974, the Wisconsin Test Facility is being oper-
ated and this will be continued in future years. The Concept Valida-
tion Phase, involving studies by three competing contractors, has been
conducted and was completed in April 1974. These studies will be
evaluated and wsed during fiseal year 1975 as a basis for initiating the
Design Validation Phase which will develop, test and evaluate critical
hardware components and other system aspects to demonstrate San-
guine feasibility and its compatibility with the environment. The De-
sign Validation Phase precedes but does not include full scale de-
velopment and follow-on construction. Environmental compatibility
studies will be continued.

There are two decision points prior to commencing full scale de-
velopment, but not construction, of the Sanguine system. The first is
a Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) meeting to
be held in April 1975. This will be a general review of the progress
in design validation and a status report on the 20 month site study
which will give particular emphasis to land alreacdy owned by the
Federal Government, Upon completion of the site survey studies in
July 1976, & DSARC is planned for the purpose of reviewing the
results of the site study and approval or rejection of the recornmenda-
tion for a final system site. Tf the DSAFC approves the final system
design, previously denoted as full scale cevelopment, funds will then
be requested from the Congress for full scale development. Initial
funding for this phase would be requested for fiscal year 1977. No
funds are provided in fiscal year 1975 either for full scale development
or-construction of the Sanguine system.
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The committee will continue to closely follow the progress of this
program, including, in particular, both technical feasibility and en-
vironmental aspects of the system. In this regard, the committee con-
siders Sanguine to be a program of special interest and enjoins the:
Department of the Navy to keep the committee apprised of all signif-
icant problems or developments as they occur.

V/STOL PROGRAMS

The Navy requests for R&D on its threc V/STOL programs in FY

1975 totalled $24.9 million: $19.3 million for the Thrust Augmented

- Wing development, $3.9 million for the Advanced Harrier and $1.7
million for Lift-Plus-Lift Cruise studies. The committec recommends
approval of all three requests.

Last year the committee pointed out that the Thrust Augumented
Wing is a high-risk, technology-advancement effort and that the com-
mittee believed that it might not produce a useful operational vehicle.
Information provided in connection with the FY 1975 program further
enforces this opinion, and the committee is sure that there is no near
term potential for an operational fighter using this technology. While
the committee has approved funding for this fiscal year, which will
allow the Navy to complete production of the two prototype test air-
planes, it is recommended that the Navy turn this project over to
NASA for flight testing and continued developmental effort starting

in FY 1976.
AIR FORCE PROGRAMS
ADVANCED TANKER/CARGO AIRCRAFT

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $15.5 million from the
$20.0 million requested to initiate the Advanced Tanker/Cargo Air-
craft program. '

Background

The fiscal year 1975 budget submitted by the Air Force to the Secre-
tary of Defense on October 1, 1973, did not include this requirement.
Although the Air Force had in recent years considered the need for
an advanced tanker to replace the KC-135, it was the Israeli October
War and the employment of the C-5A transport to the Middle Kast
which highlighted the requirement for additional cargo and bulk POL
delivery capability. The Secretary of Defense therefore added $20.0
million to the Air Force budget specifically to initiate this program
as an advanced tanker/cargo/cruise missile aircraft. In the final stages
of the budget process, the cruise missile application was deleted, pre-
sumably because this could be interpreted as supporting an alternative
standoff cruise missile carrier as a possible alternative for the B-1.

The concept is to initiate development of such an airplane as a
derivative of the commercially available DC-10, 11011, and 747. The
airplane would be able to serve as 2 tanker by using the lower fuselage
to carry fuel. In a cargo mode, the npper section of the fuselage would
accommodate cargo. Depending upon the operational requirement the
airplane then would be available to serve either or both purposes, but
not simultaneously.
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The Air Foree estimates that it would cost $225.1 million to develop
this aiveraft with a first flight date in the third quarter of fiscal year
1978, and a production decision in the first quarter of fiscal year 1979.
The development program would result in the procurement of two test
airveraft,

Committee Considerations

The $20.0 million requested is predicated upon a program go-ahea
in December of 1974, with the award in January 1975, of contracts for
approximately $1.5 million each to the three airplane manufacturers.
This $4.5 million would be used to support concept dzvelopment, trade-
off studies, and preliminary design over a thres month period ending
in March 1975. An additional $13.5 million is plarmed to be applied
to cither two or all three of these contracts to support work during
the last quarter of fiseal vear 1975 involving configaration definition.
mack-up desion and construction, and planning doenmentation. The
balance of $2.0 million, making np the total of $20.0 million, is planned
to be used during the second half of fiszal vear 1975 for separate de-
velopment of a multipoint refueling capability or store which would
be useful on this airplane as well as on the present K(C-135 fleet,

'The $4.5 million recommended by the committee would be used for
the econcept development, trade-off studies and preliminary design
effort which would be completed in March, 1975. The committee con-
siders that the results of that work would provide a basis for Congres-
sional consideration at the time of the nest phase of the program which
conld commence at the beginning of fisce.] year 1976. At that time, the
commifiee also will he reviewing the fiscal year 1976 budget, and will
have the henefit of the formal propesal to the Congress by the Depart-
ment of Defense for the next phase of the prograin.

The slternative, if the full $20.0 million was provided in fiscal year
1975, would in effect be authorizing the Air Force to proceed with a
program which has not vet heen clearly defined and which is not a
meaningful basis for consideration at. this time.

The committee recognizes that the budget request includes a number
of other major programs involving improving airlift. These include
%50 million for the stretch (C-141, %155 million to begin modification
of the wide bodied jets of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAT), $15
million to begin a wing modification program on the C~5A, and addi-
tional amounts for spares and the cost of increasing crew ratios. The
eventual total cost of these efforts will exceed $2 Lillion. The com-
mittee is concerned that the Department of Defense hasasked for about
everything in airlift and has not come down on the hard question of
Just what is required. Therefore the request for fiscal year 1976 should
be supported by a detailed and comprehensive analysis of airlift re-
quirements which will include consideration of all aircraft whether
in inventory, being procured, or nrder developmenr. Also to be in-
cluded are the airlift assets of our NATO allies,

INTERIM MULTI-MISSION REMOTELY PILOTED
VEHICLE

Committee Recommendation

The committee deleted the entirve $11.0 million requested by the Air
Force to begin R&D on an “interim” multi-mission RPV program.
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Basis for Committee Aclion

Remotely Piloted Vehicles (RPVs) are target drones adapted with
special payloads to perform operational missions. Sueccessful fune-
tions already demonstrated include high altitude reconnaissance and
surveillance and low altitude photography. RPVs also are being
adapted for roles such as chadft dispensing and electronic jamming.

The Air Force is pursuing an aggressive R&D program on RPVs.
Tneluded in this year's budget are requests for advanced development
of new airframes, a multiple drone control program, and an avionics
update program, all of which the committec supports.

The request for an’ interim multi-mission RPV is to start develop-

mont of a drone with alternate capabilities for photo reconnaissance,
alectronic jamming, or tactical strilke missions. This last capability
would be obtained by launching weapons from the drone against enemy
targets. The total cost of this multi-mission project is very high, $25
million in R&D and $57 million to buy 50 drones. The average cost
is $1.6 million apiece.

The committee believes that the existing drone/RPV fleet has ade-
quate capabilities for reconnaissance and electronic jamming. Before
an expensive program is started for strike-capable RPVs, the Air
Torce should validate the cost-cffectiveness and operational utility of

such vehicles with carcful studies and extensive operational testing.
DEFENSE ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY PROJECT

Committee Recommendation
The committee recommends denial of the request for $2.7 million
to initiate this program in fiscal year 1975.

Commiittee Consideralions

The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency is responsible
for computer science and advanced computer technology for the
entire Department of Defense. This project, which is cstimated to
cost $15.7 million to complete development, “seeks to increase the
effectivencss and lower the cost of management and administrative
functions within the Department of Defense by developing a complete
computer-based management support system embodying powerful
information-handling capabilities derived from advanced computer
science research.”

The most positive way to increase the effectiveness and lower the
cost of management and administrative functions of the Department
of Defense would be to reduce people in headquarters and staff or-
ganizations. This could be done by placing more emphasis within
the Department on existing computer applications rather than pur-
suing new computer science for such relatively mundane purposes as
improved management and efficiency.

Ancther possibility would be to establish a Blue Ribbon Defense:
Pancl type of organization to take an up-to-date hard look at the
organization and management of the Department. The General Ac- -
counting Office also could be asked to make such a study since they
have conducted similar studies in the past. The Department is encour-
aged to explore these alternatives.
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In conclusion, there should be many other ways of improvin
Defense management efficiency without spending $15.7 million. The
requirement is not considered to be justified.

FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS

Committee Recommendation

The committec recommends approval of a ceiling of $265,860,000
for all appropriations of the Department of Defense for support to be
provided by the Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) during
fiscal year 1975. This amount is $1,685,000 less than the $267 ,045,000
requested and provides only for an estimated five percent cost of living
increase over the fiscal year 1974 Congressional ceiling of $253,200,000,
consistent with previous year Congressional actions.

Committee Considerations

The committee is satisfied that the Department of Defense is con-
tinuing to maintain effective control over the size and activities of the
FCRCs. Although the committee stated in last year’s report that the
possibility of discontinuing annual doliar ceilings on the FCRC pro-
gram would be considered in conjunction with review of the fiscal year
1975 request, such consideration will be deferred until next year, This
will provide the new Director of Defense Research and Engineering
a full year of experience upon which to base his recommendations. As
in the past, to provide the necessary latitude in the administration
of the ceiling, tﬁe Secretary of Defense may exercise complete flexi-
bility to adjust among the FCRCs within the total ceiling subject to
normal reprogramming procedures but not otherwise subject to prior
Congressional approval. A breakdown of the total ceiling of $265,860,-
000 appears in the following table :

[In thousands of dollz rs]

Fiscal year
1975
recommended
1974 ceiling ceiling
Army:
R.D.T. & E. appropriation:
Aerospace Corp._..____..__... . .. 3,314 2,348
Applied Physics La - 80 960
Lincoln Laboratory..__. 20 " - 9,500 10,022
Mitre Corp.._._._ . .  lIIITTITTTITTTTemn 1,149 450
Total, R.D.T. & E 14,043 13,780
Other appropriations.. ... 2 _ T 7T T I 1,275 1,
Total, Ay ..o 15,318 15,225
Navy:
R.D.T. & E. appropriation:
Aerospace COrp_ ..o ... 2,725 1,740
Applied Physics Lahoratory, johns Hopkins University 31,381 32,478
Applied Research Laboratory, Penn State University.___..___._..__ - £,970 6,730
Center for Naval Analysis - 8,700 9,304
Lincoln Laboratory.. 1,450 2,180
Mitre Carp________ 451 950
Total ROTL&E ... ... 50, 687 63,382
Other appropriations_______ 7 2 71T 13,911 15,610

Total, Navy o 64, 598 68,992
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fin thousands of doliars]

Fiscal year
1975
. recommended
1974 ceiling ceiling
Air Force:

R.D.T. & E. appropriation:
Aerospate COrp. . oocouoommmccmm o mmcammmaammen - 41, 665 46, 468
Analytical Services, InC. ..o - . , 097
Applied Physics Laboratory, Johns Hopkins U - 1,020
Lincoln Laboratory - oo - oo ameeecccim oo oo 27,660 26, 574
MHLTE COPP_ o oo ooomm o cmmwmmmmammmm oo mommmmmmmmmsmomemmmasssoes 29,027 23, 316
T4 T e e 8,700 8,700
Total, RD.T. & E 109, 930 108, 175
Other appropriations 28,127 35, 638
Total, Aif FOTCE . - - e mcuvmmmmmecommemmmmmemmommmmo sz mmnn s om o 138, 057 143, 813

Defense agencies:
R.D.T. & E. appropriation:
AeroSpace CorpP - ..ommvacmomcaocammmnemmann= 1,410 - 1, 565
- Analytical Services, InC.o_.._--—.... 80 125

Applied Physics Laboratory, Johns Hop 1,390 1,500
Institute for Defense AnalYsis. .« o wocaeomcm i oam e amm oo 8, 309 8,435
Lincoln Laboratory . _ ..o ceecccocaommmmemmmeo - mmmmssmmam i mmm o moomes 8, 450 10, 635

IVHEFE COTP- - - v mmme e elmrmmcmmmmwmmmms e mmmmmsmmmeoomman o assonoos 4,123 ,
RANA COTP- - oo oo e o ccmmmmmmmammo s mmmmemmmmesmmsmmeoaamseomssee 6, 497 7,290
Total, RD.T. & Eeoo oo immamm s mm s mm oo 30, 259 34,040
Other appropriations ) , 475
Total, Defense agencies. . .- oo -mmwesoocmncmwmawsmmannonmmmesossosncomsees 34,924 39,515

Summary:

R.D.T. & E. appropriation. _....._. 204,919 209, 377
Qther appropriations. .. ... - 47,978 58, 168
Undistributed ceiling.. _- 303 0
T o S S PP S EEET LS 253,200 267, 545
Reduction recommended by committee —1,685

Total recommended ceiling 265, 860

Chemical and Biological Warfare

Committee Recommendation

The committec recommends approval of the chemical and biological
warfare (CBW) research and development program proposed for
fiscal year 1975 with the single exception of a reduction of $1.9 million
in the Army Lethal Chemical Munitions engineering development
program for which $4.9 million was requested.

Program Proposed for Fiscal Year 1975

The chemical and biological warfare program proposed for fiscal
year 1975 amounts to $133.6 million for research and development
and procurement. This is $30.4 million higher than the $103.2 million
for fiscal year 1974, with the increase being almost entirely for pro-
curement. Only $2.1 million of the increase relatos to research and
development, which increases from $52.3 million to $54.4 million.

The committee has reduced the research and development request
from $54.4 million to $52.5 million, which is essentially the fiscal
year 1974 level. The procurement appropriations, which account for
the remaining increase of $28.3 million, are not included under_the
fiscal year 1975 military procurement authorization bill, and will be
considered separately as part of the appropriations actions of the
Congress.
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Summary of Committee Position

The committee is satisfied that the Department of Defense is
complying with the provisions of Section 409, Public Law 91-121
and Section 506, Public Law 91441, which established certain restric-
tions concerning development, procurement, handling, transportation,
storage and disposal of chemical and hiologieal delivery systems and
agents. The subject of the study on the use of herbicides and the
effects of defoliation in South Vietnam is discussed next in the report.

The Director of Defense Researeh and Engineering, when he
testified before the committee, was asked to bring the committee up
to date on the Department’s compliance with the aforementioned pro-
visions of law relating to chemical and biological warfare (CBW), and
te indicate if any problems had been encountered in implementing
these provisions which would indicate a need for a change in language.
He responded that the aforementioned provisions parallel closely those
contained in Public Law 91-190, the National Environmental Policy
Act, which are more rigorous, and that no preblems were beine
encountered which would indicate a change in legislative language.

The committee considers that the recquirement for chemical warfare
munitions should be reviewed in the broad context of current and
projected NATO and other world-wide commitments, consistent with
our national policy. This also should include the implications of
United States posture during the current disarmament negotiations.
Based upon such s review, a determination should be made concerning
projected inventory requirements and validation of the need for and
cost cffectiveness of producing binary munitions to meet such re-
quirements. If an international agreement can be reached which would
prohibit lethal chemical munitions, it would be unnecessary to pro-
ceed with the program as now planned.

The action of the committee in denying the requested increase for
lethal chemical munitions development is consistent with these
considerations.

Review of Current National Policy

The Department of Defense presented a review of current national
policy relating to CBW, including the following statement of overall
mission objectives:

Present U.S. policy on chemical warfare and biological research is
based on Presidential decisions of 25 N cvember 1969 and 14 February
1970. The President on 25 Novembe~ 1969 stated that the U.S.
renounced the use of lethal biological agents and weapons, and all
other methods of biological warfare and announced that the U.S.
would confine its biological research to defensive measures such as
immunization and safety measures. The President also reaffirmed the
U.S. policy of no first use of lethal chemical weapons and extended
this no first use policy to cover the use of incapacitating chemical
agents. Oa 14 February 1970, the policy on biological agents and
weapons was extended to include toxins.

The biological research program s a defensive effort oriented
primarily toward medical research for the development of vaccines,
prophylactic and therapeutic measures, and safety and protective
measures. ‘There is an R. & D. program for the development of a
biological detection and warning system. to alert U.S. forces when
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they have been attacked by biological agents so that proper protective
meastroes may be taken. :

The objective of the chemical warfare program is to deter the use of .
chemical weapons by other Nations and to provide a retaliatory capa-
bility if deterrence fails. This includes a defensive program aimed at
providing the equipment and procedures necessary to warn of, with-
stand, and recover from the effects of a chemical attack against U.S.
forees. Even though the U.S. has signed both the Geneva Protocol of
1925 and the Biological Convention of 1972, neither of these has been
ratified by the Senate.

Study on Use of Herbicides in South Vietnam

Background

Section 506(c), Public Law 91-441, directed the Secretary of Defense
to make arrangements with the National Academy of Sciences for the
conduct of a study on the effect of using herbicides and the ecological
and physiological effects of defoliants in South Vietnam, and to
report the results to the Congress.

Interim reports of the study have been made to the committee, and
their contents, as well as a complete chronology of events, have been
reported to the Senate (Congressional Records of October 6, 1971,
Pages S515995-316001, and March 3, 1972, Pages 593246-S3254).

The Department of Defense by letter dated February 24, 1973,
transmitted Part A, the summary and conclusions of the final report
prepared by the National Academy of Sciences Committee on the
Rffects of Ilerbicides in Vietnam, as required by Section 506(c).
Tncluded also were Department of Delense comments on the report,
as well as copies of letters addressed to the various appropriate agencies
of government to provide an orderly transition of the recommended
follow-on studies noted in the report. Copies of these documents and
report suminaries were placed in the Congressional Record on February
28, 1974 (pages 52425 through S2442).

Completion of Study

The Department of Defense by lettor dated April 30, 1974, trans-
mitted Part B, Supplementary Report, which is the final scction of the
National Academy of Sciences report. This supplementary report
consists of 19 volumes, each addressing a specific area of investigation
by the Committee on the Tiffects of Herbicides in Vietnam. The report
does not change the findings and conclusions presented in the initial
Part A report, but represents the detailed analyses which form. the
background data and rationale to support the conclusions. Copies of
these reports can be obtained either at the National Academy of
Seiences or at the National Technical Information Scrvice of the
Department of Commerce.

The letter also stated that responses from each of the other federal
agencies contacted had been received and that a joint meeting is
planned to be convened with the National Academy of Sciences to
develop an implementation plan to address the Academy recommenda-
tions carly in May. The results of this meoting arc not yet available.

The committee considers that the Department of Defense has
satisfied the requirements of Section 506(c), Public Law 91-441, and
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commends the Department for continuing with this matter in a co-
operative manner with other federal agencies to insure that any
follow-on efforts are pursued in an orderly manner. The Department
advises that it will continue to be available for such purposes.

Independent Research and Development

Summary of Committee Position

The committec recommends that no changes be made at this timo
in Section 203, Public Law 91-441, which established restrictive
language and procedures to control the amount of funds reimbursable
to contractors for independent research and development and bid
and proposal costs, and which included restrictive language relating
to relevancy to Defense programs.

Background

Section 203 established permanent language involving the ex-
penditure of funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for
the purpose of Independent Research and Development (I.R. & D.),
or Bid and Proposal (B. & P.). For the purpose of this report these
activities will be referred to as I.R. & D.

Major provisions of this section require that (a) the Secretary of
Defense negotiate advance agreements 2ach year with major defense
contractors as to the dollar ceiling on funds which are to be reim-
bursed by Defense for these purposes, (b) these advance agreements
be based on company submitted plans which are subject to technical
evaluation by Defense, (¢) dollar penalties are imposed by Defense
when such advance agreements cannot be reached, (d) the work for
which payment is made has, in the opinion of the Secretary of Defense,
a potential relationship to a military function or operation, and (e)
the Secretary of Defense submit an ann:al report to the Congress on
or before March 15 of each year advising of the results of imple-
mentation of this section.

In accordance with paragraph (¢) of Section 203, the Secretary of
Defense has submitted the annual report, to the Congress as required.
The Chairman of the Research and De velopment Subcommittee made
a comprehensive report to the Senate on May 28, 1974. The report
included a series of letters involving the Senate, the Department of
Defense and the General Accounting Office as well as complete details
of the DOD report for calendar year 1973 transmitted on March 14,
1974,

Highlights of Department of Defense Report for 1973

The data reported by the Department of Defense for calendar
Yyear 1973 is summarized below.

1. The amount of payments to contractors for [E&D, as reported
a4 year ago was $738 million for 1972. The Department of Defense
estimated at that time that the amount for 1973 would be within
a few percentage points of the amount rsported for 1972.

2. The revised amount for 1972 is $735 million which is essentially
the same as the $738 million estimated for 1972 last year. In 2ross
terms, the estimate for 1973, covering the same 83 contractors,
amounts to $819 million. This is an apperent increase of $84 million
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of which only $6.8 million or less than one percent is the actual
increase. The balance of $77.2 million is not an increase in payments
made by the government. Rather, it consists of an increase of $22.2
million in the amounts paid by foreign governments as part of their
purchase of military equipment from the United States, and $55
million. more of contractor engineering overhead costs now identified
as TR&D but which during 1972 were not so identified, although
paid for by the government in the cost of items procured.

On an adjusted basis, comparative amounts would be $721.2
million for 1972 and $728 million for 1973. In real terms, therelore,
if inflation is considered, the amount for 1973 actually would be
lower than in 1972,

Estimate for Calendar Year 1974

The Department of Defense has stated that, aside from the effects
of inflation, the estimate for calendar 1974 should approximate the
amount reported for 1973. ‘

Committee Considerations
During the debate on the fiscal year 1974 Military Procurement
bill, an amendment was introduced to reduce the amount of funds
authorized for IR&D by 50 percent. The amendment was withdrawn
with the understanding that the General Accounting Office would
-conduct & program evaluation and an extensive study of IR&D
including a number of alternative approaches to the present pro-
cedures, and report to the Congress by April 1, 1974, togother with
appropriate recommendations.
 The General Accounting Office has advised that more time is needed -
to porform the study and that they will report to the Congress in time
for consideration of the fiscal year 1976 authorization bill. The com-
mittee looks forward to completion of the study at the earliest possible
time. Copies of all of the correspondence bearing on this matter, and
a copy of the interim GAQO report were placed in the Congressional
Rocord by the Chairman of the Research and Development Sub-
committee on May 28, 1974.
" The committee was advised that the Cost Accounting Standards
Board is studying proposed standards for IR&D on a government
wide basis. If completed in time, the rosults of this study should be
considered by GAO in conjunction with its own study.

Conclusion

The committee will continue to follow this matter closely, and will
report findings and make recommendations for legislative change,
as appropriate, in conjunction with the report on the fiscal year
1976 authorization bill.

R & D Program Sfructure

Background

The Committee is concerned with the changes that have occurred
in recent years involving the transfer of major efforts from other ap-
propriations, primarily procurement, to the RDT&E appropriations.
"I'his has resulted largely from actions directed by other Committees:
of the Congress. Although justified to some extent, these transfers have.
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reached such large proportions that they have created a distortion in
the relationship between total R&D and the overall defense program.

Historically, the R&D program has represented about 109, of the
total annual defense program. The centinuing trend of transferring
amounts into the R&D program tends to create a situation where the
R&D program will suffer because it is exceeding this historical ratio.
Aside from this, the composition of the R&D program has changed
as has the definition of what constitutes R&D. This is aggravated
by the difficulty in making a clear distnction between R&D and pro-
duction of a major weapon system, just to mention one example. The
impact of these actions are dramatically illustrated by the fact that in
the fiscal year 1975 authorization reuest, totaling $9.3 billion for
R&D, $225 million represents the amount identified with items trans-
ferred from other accounts.

Committee Recommendation

The Committee recommends that the Department of Defense con-
duct a comprehensive study of this matter and determine what actions
might be taken, such as redefinition of appropriations or establishment
of new appropriations to stabilize the R&D program in a manner
consistent with all other DOD appropriations. The Committee staff
will be available to participate in these considerations in arriving at a
basis for submission of the F'Y 1976 budget requcst.

The 'Y 1976 budget submission will include, us part of the narrative
justification of cstimates, a section covering transfers between ac-
counts. This will identify and explain transfers proposed for the
budget year, as well as comparative transfers for the current and pre-
ceding years. This requirement was discontinued a number of years
ago, but now is considered necessary because of the many changes
that have occurred in recent years.

Cooperative Research and Development With European Allies

Background

In recent years, the former Director of Defense Research and
Engineering has consistently emphasized the fact that there was a
substantial amount of unnecessary over.ap and duplication, estimated
last year as $1 billion, between research and development conducted
by the United States and by our European Allies. The authorization
request which he has supported in testimony each year has proposed
cooperative programs, worked out in detail on a country-to-country
basis. Two such programs are the NATO Patrol Hydrofoil Missile
ship (PHM) and the all weather Low Altitude Forward Area Air
Defense System now called Short Range Air Defense System.

Committee Considerations

The committee supports the concept of cooperative programs with
our allies provided that it produces military equipment required for
our military forces more economically than if undertaken alone by
the United States, and within the time required. If an item has been
successfully developed or is approaching completion of successful
development by our allies, it makes no sense to “reinvent the wheel”’
and take the time and spend the money to duplicate what has been
done because it was not done in the United States.
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The NATO PHM is nearing completion of development and involves
the cooperation of the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, and the
United States. _ ,

Low Altitude Forward Area Air Defense System (or Short Range
Air Defense System) is still in a competitive phase and involves three
candidate systems developed by different combinations of our Euro-
pean allies. Requests for Proposal are planned to be issued which
also will permit U.S. companies to propose other possible systems.

Cooperative developments such as these also involve licensing agree-
ments between U.S. and foreign companies which provide for the
development and/or production of whole systems or components by
both companies. This recognizes the “facts-of-life” concerning the
balance of payments and provides work for our own labor force and
profit to our industries. In fact, when we adopt equipment already
developed by an ally, and manufacture it in the United States, the
benefit to our labor and industry occurs that much earlier.

Continued Department of Defense support was expressed by Dr.
Malcolm Currie, the new Director of Defense Research and Engineer-
ing, when he testified on March 4, 1974. At that time he was asked if
there is any legislative or other action that the Congress could take
to foster greater cooperation with our- allies in research and develop-
ment. His answer was as follows:

“We are continuing to study ways by which legislative changes may
improve R&D cooperation. In the meantime, until DoD can make
specific recommendations, I think it very important_that Congress
continue to support in a highly visible manner the DoD efforts in
this area. Those who have attempted to oppose our cooperative R&D
efforts, for parochial reasons, have continually raised the specter of
congressional opposition to these international thrusts in an effort
to discourage the vital participation of our industries and military
services. After all, our cooperative efforts are in large measure in
response to the initiative of this committee and the Congress to insure
more efficient use of collective NATO resources, and greater allied
share of the R&D burden. Statements and positions such as contained
in Mr. Fine's report, and approval of our budget requests relating to
acquisition of foreign systems, such as Short Range Air Defense
System, will help immeasurably in our efforts to get the support of our

- vital institutions to adopt this new way of thinking in our R&D
process.”

Conclusion :

In furtherance of the committee’s interest in cooperative research
and development, a staff member visited our major European allies
and met with government and industry leaders to convey a message
of cooperation and to report on what additional measures could be
taken to broaden these relationships. The report was inserted in the
Congressional Record on February 5, 1974, by the Chairman of
the Research and Development Subcommittée (pages S1224-51227).

The Department of Defense final comments on the staff report were
transmitted by letter dated April 18,1974, and inserted in the Congres-
sional Record on May 30, 1974. That letter was highly complimentary
of the committec efforts and recommended that a follow-up trip be
made by the Chairman of the Research and Development Sub-
committee.

31-683—T74—-9
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The committee is in full accord with these actions and will continue
to encourage and support such cooperativa programs with our allies.

SUMMARY BY BUDGET ACTIVITY

The Research, Development, Test, and Evaluatior. authorization
request is presented in eight budget activities as summarized below.
A description of each budget activity, together with the amounts
requested and changes recommended by the committee, with appro-
priate comments follows:

FISCAL YEAR 1975 R.D.T. & E. REQUEST--CONSOLIDATION BY BUDGET ACTIVITY

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation

1 House
Request Change Amount bitl
1. Military sciences._._________.._____.__ 2443, 652 . _____ 2 443, 652 2 437, 052
2. Aircraft and related equipment________ 1,829,318 —117,321 1,711,997 1,789, 818
3. Missiles and refated equipment.________ 2,352,993 -—128, 800 2,226,193 2,164, 422
4. Military astronautics and related equipment_ - 527,248 ... U 527,248 516, 748
5. Ships, small craft, and related equipment - 727,505 600 688, 905 724, 505
6. Ordnance, combat vehicles, and related equipment__ 512, 906 —19,690 493,216 488, 230
7. Other equipment__.______.________________ .- 2,095 -29,043 2, 066, 342 2,050, 485
8. Programwide management and support._ __ 6, 032 —5, 500 830, 532 830, 403
Reimbursements from foreign military sales —35,673 —35,673 _ ...
Total RD.T & E_ .. -372,627 28,952,412 29,001, 663
t House action is as reported by the committee and is shown for Informaticn only.
4 Includes §$2,570,000 for Navy speciaf foreign currency program in fiscal yzar 1975.
1. MILITARY SCIENCES
lin thousands of dollars]
Committee recommendation
Department Request Change Amount t House bill
AP e e 111, 520 111, 520 111, 520
Navy (including Marine Corps)... 2140, 832 2140, 832 2140, 832
irForce______._ .. ____ 131, 400 131, 400 131, 400
Defense agencies... ... ___._ . _______T"°" 59, 901 59, 800 53, 300
Total, military sciences . - oo oooooooommmueoo 2443, 652 2 443, 652 2437,052°

1 House action is as reported by the committee and is shown for information only.
2 Includes $2,570,000 for Navy special foreign currency program in fiscal vear 1975.

This budget activity consists primarily o research and exploratory
development of potential military application. The objective of re-
search is to increase the store of fundamental scientific knowledge
adaptable to the solution of widely varied future requirements. The
objective of exploratory development is to apply new knowledge to
the solution of known or anticipated military requirements. The major
program under this activity, Defense Research Sciences, provides for
basic research in physics, chemistry, ma‘hematical sclences, eloc-
tronics, materials, mechanics, energy conversion, oceanography, ter-
restrial and atmospheric sciences, astronomy and astrophysics,
biological and medical sciences, and behavioral and social sciences.
This ‘activity supports work conducted in in-house laboratories, as
well as in other federal activities, universities, not-for-profit institu-
tions, and industry.
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The committee recommends approval of the full amounts requested,
which are essentially the same as provided for fiscal year 1974, and
even slightly lower when adjusted to reflect inflation.

2, AIRCRAFT AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

{In thousands of doliars]

Committee recommendation

Department Reguest Change Amount House billt
269, 936 —22, 060 247,936 269, 496

349,322 —15, 461 333, 861 315,322

1,210,000 —79, 800 1,130,200 1, 205, 000

1,829,318 —117,321 1,711,997 1,789,818

1 House action is as reported By the committee and is shown for information only.

This activity supports research, development, test, and cvaluation
related to aircraft “weapon systems, subsystems, and components,
including exploratory development in a wide variety of supporting
technologies.

The Army program provides substantially for the development
of helicopters and includes continuation of the Utility Tactical
Transport Aircraft System (UTTAS), the Advanced Attack Heli-
copter, component development and fabrication of the Heavy Lilt
Helicopter prototype, the Experimental Rotary Wing Research
Aircraft and Tilt Research Aircraft, and the Aerial Scout. The
commibtee recommends a net reduction of $22.1 million, consisting
of reductions of $5.4 million for the Aerial Scout and $21.2 million
for the HLH. These are partially offset by an increase of $4.5 million
for the Cobra—TOW, which merely represents a transfer of research
and development work from the Army procurement account to
the Army R.D.T.&E. account without change. The reductions in
the Acrial Scout and the HLH are explained elsewhere in the report.

The major Navy programs include the final stages of development
of the F-14, the CH-53E heavy lift helicopter, and V/STOL aircraft
prototypes including the Thrust Augmented Wing. New programs
proposed for initiation include the VCX Carrier on Board Delivery
aircraft, the HSX antisubmarine warfare system, and the VKX, a
low cost prototype fighter. The committee recommends a reduction
of $15.5 million, consisting of $5.3 million for the Tactical Air Recon-
naissance program, $5.7 million for a classified program, and $4.5
million for the VOX Carrier on Board Delivery aircraft. All of these
reductions are explained elscwhere in this report.

The Air Force program provides primarily for continued develop-
ment of the B-1 Advanced Strategic Borber, the final development
effort on the F—15 All Weather Air Superiority Fighter, the EF-111A
Electronic Warfare Support Aircraft, completion of the F-5E/F
International Fighter, Advanced Medium STOL Transport prototype,
and the A-10 Close Alr Support Aircraft. Also included is the initiation
of development of an Advanced Tanker/Cargo Aircraft and engineer-
ing development of a new, low cost Air Combat Fighter. The commit-
tee recommends a roduction of $79.8 million, comprised of $12.5
million for tho A—10 Close Air Support Aircraft, $15.5 million for the
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Advanced Tanker/Cargo Aircraft, $44.0 million for the B~1 Advanced
Strategic Bomber, $4.0 million for the Electronically Agile Radar,
$1.0 million for aircraft equipment devolcpment, $1.0 million for F—4
avionics, and $1.8 million for Gas Turbine Technology, which reduces
this level of effort program to the same level as fisosl year 1974 and
allows for a 5 percent cost of living increase. All other reductions are
explained elsewhere in the report.

3. MISSILES AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recomendation

e | House

Department Request Change Amount bill
AMMY. el 706, 418 —68,500 637,918 618, 315
Navy (including Marine Corps) - 1,152,575 —29, 800 1,122,775 1,081,207
Air Force.____ .. ....._._. - 419, 600 —26, 200 392, 800 395, 900
Defense agencies. . . . o we.vomeeoo oo 75,000 —2,300 72,700 69, 000
Total, missiles and related equipment_____.._.._ 2,352,993 —126, 800 2,226,193 2,164,422

t House action is as reported by the cammittee and Is shown for information only.

This activity provides for contract and in-house costs of research,
development, test and evaluation of ballistic and other missile systems
of all types including surface-to-air, air-to-surface, air-to-air, and
surface-to-surface. This activity also is a major source of financial
support for operation of certain test and evaluation facilities such
as the Air Force Western Test Range, the Navy White Sands Missile
Range, the Naval Weapons Center at China Lake, and the research
and development programs at the Army’s Redstone Arsenal and the
Kwajalein Missile Range. ’

The Army program provides for final development costs for the
Safeguard Antiballistic Missile System, Site Deflq)anse of Minuteman,
and Antiballistic Missile Technology. In tactical missiles, develop-
ment will continue on the reoriented SAM-D Air Defense Missile
System, Forward Area Air Defense Systems, Stinger Man Portable
Anti-Aircraft Missile System, Cannon Launched Guided Projectile,
improvements to the Pershing Missile, and the Hellfire Helicopter
Borne Air-to-Ground Missile. The committee reccmmends a re-
duction of $68.5 million, consisting of $50 million for Site Defense
of Minuteman, $11.2 million for the Pershing II missile, $5.8 million
for the Chaparral/Vulcan, and $1.5 million for the Stinger Man
Portable Antiaircraft Missile System. These reductions are explained
elsewhere in the report.

The Navy program provides primarily for continued development,
of the Trident Missile System, as well as a Submarine Launched
Strategic Cruise Missile, the Aegis Fleet Defense Missile, the Phalanx
Close In Weapon System, the Harpoon Antiship Missile, the Agile
Air-to-Air Missile, and the late stages of development of the Condor,
Sparrow, and Improved Sidewinder Air-to-Air Missiles. The com-
mittee recommends a reduction of $29.8 million, consisting of $15.0
million for the Trident C—4 Missile Systemn, $7.0 million for the Sub-
marine Launched Cruise Missile, $4.0 million for Surface Launched
Weaponry, $2.0 million for Advanced Surface Missile Guidance, and
$1.8 million for the Sanguine Communications System. These
reductions are explained elsewhere in the report.
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The Air Force program includes effort on_ improved guidance,
higher yield and increased number of reentry vehicles for the Minute-
man System, Advanced Ballistic Reentry System developments,
including ‘improved guidance for the Navy ubmarine Launched
Ballistic Missile System, and expanded Advanced ICBM Technology
Program, which includes new emphasis on mobility concepts. Increased
emphasis is placed on engineering development of the Air Launched
Cruise Missile. The committee recommends & net reduction of $26.2
million, consisting of decreases of $16.0 million for the Air Launched
Cruise Missile and $3.1 million for Advanced Air-to-Air Weapons
Technology. Also included is a reduction of $19.0 million in the
Minuteman Program, which is compensated in part by an increase
in the Advanced Ballistic Reentry System (ABRES) program of
$11.9 million. This provides for a transfer of a classified program from
Minuteman to ABRES. The difference of $7.1 million represents the
cost of two Minuteman missiles which were determined not to be
required. All other reductions are explained elsewhere in the report.

The Defense Agencies program supports strategic technology under
the - cognizance of the Advanced Research Projects Agency. The
committee recommends a reduction of $2.3 million, which is explained
elsewhere in the report.

4. MILITARY ASTRONAUTICS AND RELATED EQUIPMENT
[In thousends of dollars]

Committee recommendation

Department . Request Change Amount 1 House bilt

TMY amommmememoeoc e aemeeemmmmmmeoann 15,832 ceercnccmnra- 15,832 15, 832
Navy (including Marine Corps) - 38,716 oo 38,716 38,716
A FOICO. o eoccccnc e ccecrwaacrmmcamamrmcecnma—n 472,700 _eeime- 472,700 462, 200

Total, military astronautics and related equipment- 527,248 e 527,248 516,748

1 House action Is as reported by the commitiee and is shown for information only.

This budget activity provides for research, development, test and
evaluation of military space systems and equipment including space-
borne, ship-based and ground-based equipment. The objective is to
improve space technology for military applications and to investigate
and develop specific military applications of space vehicles.

The Army program provides for continued development of ground
terminals and subsystems for the Defense Communications Satellite
and the NAVSTAR Global Positioning System.

The Navy program provides for continued development of Navy
capabilities in satellite' communications and the NAVSTAR Global
Positioning System.

The Air Force program includes participation in the NAVSTAR
Global Positioning System, development of an Interim Upper Stage
for the NASA Space Shuttle, and a variety of programs directed toward
the improvement of space technology for military purposes and the
development of space vehicles for specific military missions. Initiation
is proposed for a Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile Radar Warning
System and continued support provided by the Aerospace Corporation.

The committee recommends approval of the full amounts requested
for this budget activity which in the aggregate are significantlybelow
the level of fiscal year 1974 and primanly relate to the Air Force. ;
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5. SHIPS, SMALL CRAFT, AND RELATID EQUIPMENT

[In thousands of doliars]

Committee recommendation

Department Request Change Amount House hilf 1

Navy (including Marine Corps).cnneueecoccmmeaenens 721,505 —38,600 688, 905 724,505

LHouse action is as reported by the committee and is shown for information only.

This activity provides for research and development effort on radars
and sonars, nuclear propulsion, the design of new ships, electronie
warfare equipment, and communication and navigation systems.
Major effort includes the continued development of new types of
surface craft and ships, such as the Surface Effect Ship, which travel
on a cushion of air at very high speeds, and have the potential for
revolutionizing naval warfare. Also included are the joint development
with Italy and the Federal Republic of Germany of the NATO PHM
missile carrying patrol hydrofoil ship, the air cushion vehicle Am-
phibious Assault Craft, and the submarine for the Trident Strategic
Ballistic Missile system which ultimately will replace the Polaris/
Poseidon fleet. Programs recommended for continuation in fiscal year
1975 also include advanced development and engineering development
of reactor propulsion plants, surface antisubmarine warfare, surface
electronic warfare, and surface tactical command and control systems.
Included also is initiation of an Improved SSBN, which is a new,
small strategic ballistic missile submarine called the SSBN—-X. This
could provide a lower cost replacement for the aging Poseidon sub-
marine in addition to the approved 10 submarine Trident program.
A significant portion of the effort at the Naval Ships Research and
Development Center is funded under this activity.

The committee recommends a reduction of $38.6 million which
gonsists of $16.0 million for the Improved SSBN, which is a Submarine
Launched Ballistic Missile system smaller than Trident, $12.2 million
for the Surface Effect Ship, $4.0 million for a classified program, $3.4
million for Advanced Ship Development, and $3.0 million for Radar
Surveillance Equipment. All of these reductions are explained else-
where in the report.

6. ORDNANCE, COMBAT VEHICLES, AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee
recommendation

Department Request Change Amount House bill

ATy 263,871 ~-12,200 251,671 251, 595

Navy (including Marine Corps).... ... ______ """ 92,335 .o ... 92,335 92,335

RirForce ... _ . LTt 156, 700 —7,490 149, 210 144,300
Total, ordnance, combat vehicles, and related

equipment_ ... 512, 906 —19, 630 493,216 488, 230

+House action is as reported by the committee and is shown for information only.
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" This activity provides for the research, development, test, and
evaluation of improved artillery, guns, rocket launchers, mortars,
small arms, mines, grenades, torpedoes, nuclear and chemical muni-
tions, combat and combat support vehicles both wheeled and tracked.
Also included is the principal support for research and development
activities at several Army arsenals and the Naval Ordnance Labor-
atory at White Oak, Maryland.

The Army program provides for continued development of the
Main Battle Tank prototype (XM-1), the Mechanized Infantry
Combat Vehicle (XM-723), Armored Reconnaissance Scout Vehicle
(XM-800), Towed 105 mm Howitzer (XM-204), Towed 155 mm
Howitzer (XM-198), and Bushmaster rapid fire weapon system.
Effort is being increased on improved mine systems and on prototype
Jaser weapons. The committee recommends a reduction of $12.2
million, consisting of $3.9 million for the Armored Reconnaissance
Scout Vehicle, $3.5 million for the XM-1 Tank prototype, $2.9
million for the Bushmaster weapon, and $1.9 million for Binary
Munitions engincering development. These reductions. are explained
.elsewhere in the report.

The Navy program provides for the late stages of development of
the Captor antisubmarine mine and the Mark 48 torpedo. Increased
emphasis is included on other mine developments, surface launched
munitions, gun systems, and Marine Corps weaponry.,

The Air Force program provides increased emphasis on laser
weapon applications, improved aircraft gun systems for the A-10
Close Air Support Aireraft and for air superiority aircraft, and the
Close Air Support Weapon System. The committee recommends a
reduction of $7.5 million for the GAU-7 Improved Aircraft Gun
System as explained elsewhere in the report.

7. OTHER EQUIPMENT

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
House

'Department Request Change Amount bift 1
AUMY . oo oee e mmmam s 562,493 oo - 562, 493 555, 793
Navy (including Marine Corps). .. - 479, 292 —1,900 477,392 479, 292
Air FORCe e oo .- 678, 200 —15,900 662, 300 670,100
Defense agencies P 375,400 —11,243 364, 157 345, 300
Total, other equipment_ - oo ececoamaannn 2,095, 385 —29,043 2, 066, 342 2, 050, 485

1 House action is as reported by the committee and is shown for information only.

This activity provides for research, development, test, and evalua-
tion of equipment which is not separately provided under the other
budget activities. Examples of the types of programs included are
‘communications and electronics, communications security, signal
support of intelligence operations, electronic warfare, surveillance and
target acquisition, automatic data processing systems, chemical and
biological defense, nuclear power systems, mapping and geodesy,
night vision, command and control systems, training devices, combat
feeding, clothing and equipment, medical equipment, ocean engi-
neering, undersea surveillance, and Navy laboratory independent
exploratory development. )
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The Army program includes such major developments as the Tri-
Service Tactical Communications Program (TRI-TAC), the Tactical
Fire Direction System (TACFIRE), the Surveillance, Target Acqui-
sition and Night Observation System, electronic warfare systems,
chemical and %iological agent detection and protective equipment,
counterbattery and countermortar radars, remotely piloted vehicles
and drones, food and clothing technology, and other programs in
support of improved logistics, facilities design and training. Also
included is support of the various Army test facilities supporting
Army research and development programs.

The Navy program includes the major portion of the Exploratory
Development program, as well as Advanced and Engineering Develop-
ment programs in undersea surveillance, high energy lasers, intelli-
gence equipment, tactical command and control, antisubmarine
warfare equipment, logistics and medical developmants, aerospace
ocean surveillance, manpower and training developments, electronic
warfare, and related Marine Corps programs. The committee recom-
mends & reduction of $1.9 million in a classified program because
funds are in excess of program requirements during fiscal year 1975.

The Air Force program incluges development of the Airborne
Warning and Control System (AWACS), the Advanced Airborne
Command Post for command and control of the Armed Forces
during periods of emergency, TRI-TAC, and numerous other de-
velopment programs involving communications, electronic counter-
measures, reconnaissance, surveillance, and air traffic control approach
and landing. It also includes support of the Electromagnetic Com-
patibility Analysis Center, Lincoln Laboratory, and Mitre Corpora-
tion support. The committee recommends a net reduction of $15.9
million comprised of decreases totaling $24.9 million compensated in
part by an increase of $5.0 million for the Advanced Command and
Control Capabilities program. The decreases include $11.0 million
for Drone/RPV Systems development, $3.5 million for Improved
Tactical Bombing, and $1.4 million for F-4/F-105 Protective Systems.
The increase of $5.0 million is provided by reductions of $3.0 million
in Joint Tactical Communications and $2.0 million in the Minimum
Essential Emergency Communications Network, and is needed to
support an urgent requirement as requested by Deputy Secretary of
Defense letter dated May 1, 1974. All other reductions are explained
elsewhere in the report.

The Defense Agencies program primarily covers Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency work in nuclear monitoring research and
tactical technology, Defense Communications Agency (DCA) in
DOD-wide communications systems, Dlefense Mapping Agency
(DMA) in mapping, charting, and geodesy, and Defense Nuclear
Agency (DNA) in nuclear weapons effects development and test. The
committee recommends a reduction of $11.2 million consisting of
$3.5 million for Defense Communications System and $1.0 million for
World-Wide Military Command and Control System, both under
the Defense Communications Agency, $1.0 million for the Defense
Mapping Agency Mapping, Charting and Geodesy program, $1.0
million for & classified program under the Defense Intelligence Agency,
$2.0 million for a classified program under the Defense Nuclear
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Agency, and $2.7 million for the Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency Management Systems Technology program. All of these re-
ductions are explained elsewhere in the report.

8. PROGRAMWIDE MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT
{in thousands of dolars]

Committee recommendation

Department Request Change Amount House bilit
AIMY oo oo oo aeeccmam e e maem 55,846 __ . oceaooo 55, 846 55, 846
Navy (including Marine Corps). ——— 283,926 L .ocoeeacann 283,926 © 280,797
Air FOMCB. e cmeemoceeece 450,860 . ienicoaoo 450, 860 450, 860
Defense agencies oo caaemccmaomcmnaaacnacann - 45, 400 5,500 39, 900 42,900
Total, management and support 838, 032 —5,500 830, 532 830,403

1 House action is as reported by the committee and is shown for information only.

For the Army and the Navy, this activity provides for those
costs of operation, management, and maintenance of research,
development, and test facilities which are not distributed directly
to the other budget activities. For the Air Force it provides for
certain costs of central administration such as the Air Force Systems
Command Headquarters and divisions, as well as several large
research, development, test and evaluation centers. This activity
also provides for expanded joint service effort in the initial opera-
tionaf test and evaluation of new systems. This program provides
for pay of civilian personnel, travel expenses, supplies and equip-
ment, and other general and administrative research, development,
test, and evaluation expenses.

The committee recommends a reduction of $5.5 million, comprised
of $500,000 for the Defense Supply Agency Defense Documentation
Center, and $5.0 million for a classified program under the National
Security Agency for which these funds were determined to be in
excess of fiscal year 1975 requirements,
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TITLE III—ACTIVE DUTY MANPOWER AUTHORIZATION

Background.—Under 10 U.S.C. Sec. 138, the Congress is required
to authorize the active duty military personnel end fiscal year strength
for each of the military services. The committee held hearings in open
session on March 21, 22, 26; and April 11, 1974, and heard testimony
from Defense Department manpower experts on the active duty mili-
tary personnel strengths requested by the Department of Defense for
Fiscal Year 1975. Based on this testimony. the information provided
in the annual Manpower Requirements Report for FY 1975 submitted
by the Department of Defense and other information provided to the
committee, the staff has conducted a comprehensive review and
analysis of military personnel requirements.

Committee recommendations

Reduction of 49,000 in active military manpower strengths—a 29,
Reduction

For the reasons below, the committes recommends reductions
totalling 49,000, or about 29, from the Defense active duty military
manpower request. The Defense request for active duty military
strength as of June 30, 1975 totalled 2,152,100 and the committee re-
commendations would reduce that to 2,103,100 by the end of FY
1975. The committee recommendations on. the active duty strength
for each Military Service is shown below:

ACTIVE DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL STRENGTH
[End fiscal year 1975 strength in thousands}

Redugtion
Committee from

DOD request recommended request Percent

ATMY et e e m———— 785.0 768.3 —16.7 -2
Navy._ e 540, 4 527.0 —13.4 -2
Marine Corps 196, 4 192.8 —-3.6 -2
Air Force. 630.3 615.0 ~15.3 -2
Total o e ieanaaan 2,152.1 2,103.1 —49.0 -2

Discussion

The committee reductions of 49,000 would bring active duty mili-
tary strength in 'Y 1975 about 39, below the planned end FY 1974
gtrength of 2,174,000. However, current DoD estimates indicate
that all of the Services combined will fall short of their planned end
FY 1974 strength by 17-20,000, or 1%, because of recruiting shortfalls.

(130)
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Savings in future years resulling from manpower reductions

Based on present pay costs, the committee reduction of 49,000 in
active duty strength, once fully implemented and made effective,
would save about $600 million annually in future years. When com-
bined with the 44,600 civilian manpower reduction in Title V of this
bill, annual savings in future years would amount to about $1.2
billion on the same basis.

The committee added amendatory language proposed by Senator
Nunn in the following four areas:

Reduction of 209, in Army non-combat troop strength in Europe

In addition to the recommendations on the active duty end strength
authorizations, the committee Tecommends not less than a twenty
percent reduction of Army non-combat strength located in Kurepe
must be completed not later than June 30, 1976. Not less than fifty
percent of the reduction must be completed on or before June 30,
1975. The Secretary of Defense may on a permissive basis increase the
combat strength of the Army in Europe by a number not to exceed the
number of support troops reduced by this provision. The limitation on
increasing combat strength in Europe does not apply if hostilities are
imminent in Europe. For purposes of this provision, the combat com-
ponent strength is defined as the strength of infantry, cavalry, armored,
artillery, air defense and missile units of battalion size or smaller.
The Secretary of Defense should report to the Congress on these
reductions semiannually beginning January 31, 1975.

Limitation on the number of United States tactical nuclear war-
heads in Europe

The committee further recommends that the number of United
States tactical nuclear warheads located in Kurope on the date of
enactment not be increased except in the event of imminent hostilities,
In addition, the Secretary of Defense should study the overall concept
for use of nuclear weapons in Europe; how the use of these weapons
relates to deterrence and a strong conventional defense, reductions in
the number and type of nuclear warheads not essential for Western
European defense; and steps that would develop a national, coordi-
nated nuclear posture of the NATO Alliance that is consistent with
proper emphasis on conventional defense forces. The amendment
requires the Secretary of Defense to report to the Armed Services
Committecs of the Senate and the House of Representatives on this
study on or before April 1, 1975. In addition, the Secretary of Defense
should report semiannually, beginning September 1, 1974, to the
committees on Armed Services of the Senate and’ the House of Repre-
centatives on the number, type and purpose of U.S. tactical nuclear
warheads located in Europe.
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Requirement to develop standardization plans and present them
to NATO

The committee also recommends that the Secretary of Defense
should assess the costs and the loss of non-nuclear combat, effectiveness
of NATO military forces as a whole that is caused by failure of the
NATO Allies, including the United States, to standardize weapons
systems, ammunition, fuel and other military impedimenta for land,
air and naval forces. The Secretary should further develop a list
of standardization actions that would improve the overall NATO
non-nuclear defense capability or save resources for the Alliance as
a whole and should evaluate the priority and effect of each action.
The Secretary of Defense should cause these assessments to be brought
before the appropriate NATO bodies so that the specific actions and
recommendations can become an integral part of the overall NATO
review of force goals and development of force plans. The Secretary
of Defense should report semi-annually to the Congress, beginnin
on January 31, 1975, on these assessments and the results achieve
with the NATO Allies on actions to reduce NATO costs and improve
conventional defense effectiveness through standardization.

Requirement to achieve any increase in strategic airlift manning
through the Air National Guard and Air Foree Reserve rather
than active duty Air Force

As part of its overall manpower reductions, the committes reduced
the active duty manpower request for the Air Force by 8300 and the
civilian manpower request for the Air Force by 1800 as a result of
its decision that any increases in strategic airlift manning (C-5A and
C-141 aircraft) should be achieved throngh the reserve components.

The Secretary of Defense is directed to develop a plan within 90
days to accomplish any increase in the strategic airlift crew ratio per
aircraft to required levels by using the resources of the Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve. This plan must include a) restructuring
of the missions of the Air National Guard to retain an effective
strategic airlift capability in the Air National Guard and Air Force
Reserve; b) using existing Air National Guard units to avoid losing
existing skilled personnel in those units; ¢) alternative means of making
aircraft available to but not necessarily under the control of the Air
National Guard and Air Force Reserve, including “hybridization”,
“association”, rotation and transfer of aircraft; and d) a test of the
“hybrid”’ concept at not less than two existing Air National Guard
facilities.

Military Manpower Requirements

In making its review of overall military manpower the committee
reviewed each of the major functional categories which require per-
sonnel. The following table shows how the Defense military manpower
request is distributed among these categories.
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DOD MILITARY MANPOWER REQUEST (ACTIVE DUTY END STRENGTHS, FISCAL YEAR 1975)
[In thousands)

(Fiscal (Fiscal (Fiscal
year 1973 year 1974 year 1975
(actual) (Plan) (request)
SHrategic fOrCeS. o e e e e e eeeaee 124 123 115
General pUrpose forCes. - mm-mmomnmeu oot m oo cceeee e e 909 901 929
Land forces. ... 512 513 537
- Tactical air forces 165 169 169
Naval forces. .. 190 178 176
Mobility forces 43 41 47
Auxiliary functions._.......................................T ...... 162 156 139
Intelligence and security . 63 56 48
Communications .-« ..o oo iccaea s —enae 47 49
Research and development ... . ......._.. 35 33 34
Support to other nations. - - oo eeen oo eaes 4 5 5
Geophysical activities. oo e oe oo oo el 14 13 13
Support functions 1,057 994 959
Base operating support. 286 250 254
Training. - —..co.____ 394 402 379
Command/headquarte 99 93
LogisticS - -ocaeeeoan . 21 21 .20
“Parsonnel SUPPOTt. - e oo oo e e anaa 142 124 123
Medical support. ... . . acianeen. 101 20 88
Reserve p t suppart. . O, 14 15 14
Total DOD 2,252 2,174 2,152
801 782 785
564 561 540
196 196 196
691 645 630

Manpower and Force Structure

Last year the committee expressed its concern about the trend to
fewer combat units but relatively more manpower. The sharp phase-
down of force units and force levels below F'Y 1964 levels has not
been matched by a corresponding phasedown of manpower and sup-
port levels, Although the FY 75 ratio of manpower fo force units is
still below that of F'Y 64, the FY 75 budget request included some
increased force levels and a small decrease—22,000 or 19%—in man-
power levels.

There is still much more to be done to produce more combat power
out of available resources, but the committee is encouraged by the ef-
forts that are being made. In particular the committee noted the in-
crease between FY 74 and FY 75 of 13 Army combat battalions and 12
Navy ships which were manned with personnel saved from other
activities. C

It should be emphasized that the transfer of resources from support
to combat uses alone is not a sufficient justification for authorization.
It must also be demonstrated that the increase in combat resources is
required and that the proposed method of using the increase is
efficient. If these latter two criteria are not met, support reductions
should be used to help keep down the overall defense budget.
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The table below shows the forces upon which the military manpower
levels are based. The committee fully expects its recommended re-
ductions will not be taken from combat units but the reductions will
be made in headquarters and support activities.

SUMMARY OF SELECTED ACTIVE MILITARY FORCES

Estimated
Actual, Actual,
June 30, 1964 June 30, 1973 June 30, 1974  June 30, 1975

Strategic forces:
- Intercontinental ballistic missiles:

Minuteman ... .o eieeaecmemm—aea 600 1,000 1,000 1,000
Titan t___________.. - 108 54 54 54
Polaris-Posegidon missiles__ ... . 336 656 636 656
Strategic bomber squadrons - 78 30 28 27
Manned fighter interceptor squadrons. - 40 7 7 6
Army air defense firing batteries - 107 21 21 0
Seneral-purpose forces:
Land forces:
Army divisions._. ..o e icaiiaianaa 1614 13 13 1334
- Marine Corps divisions...... e m———— 3 3 3 3
Tactical air forces:
Air Force wings 21 22 22 22
MNavy attack wings__. 15 14 14 14
Marine Corps wings. 3 3 3 3
Naval forces: "
Attack and antisubmarine Carmiers....oeeeeee.. 24 16 14 15
Nuclear attack submarines 19 60 61 67
Other warships_ . __...__.____ 368 242 186 191
~ Amphibious assault ships_....-.._o......_C 133 66 65 65
Airlift and sealift forces:
Strategic airlift aquadrons:
Y N 0 4 4 4
(o T 0 13 13 13
Troapships, cargo ships, and tankers 101 53 32 32

Reducing Headquarters and Non-Essential Support

The major emphasis of the committee review and recommendation on
manpower is to reduce headquarters and unneeded overhead and sup-
port. A substantial part of the committee reductions come from simply
denying requested increases in these overhead areas. The Defense De-
partment has mentioned plans and hopes to convert “fat into swords”
and produce more combat effectiveness. But the budget request for
FY 1975 particularly in view of requested increases in civilian and
military personnel in headquarters and support areas, still shows con-
siderable room for progress toward this end.

The committee sees that it is difficult for the Defense Department to
eut back its own overhead. That tends to be a difficult task for
private industry and other parts of the government as well. Ilowever,
we are in a period that demands more than ever a lean and combat ef-
fective military establishment. Headquarters staffs, non-combat units
and manning levels that are ineflicient or that are not absolutely essen-
tial must be reduced to improve the combat effectiveness and reduce the
cost of the military departments. The committee is determined to help
the Defense Department accomplish that objective. This year’s com-
mittee recommendations are aimed at moving toward that objective.

Overseas Troop Levels

For many years, the United States has maintained a substantial
part of its military strength overseas. From 1952 to 1972, over 600,000
U.S. military personnel were stationed abroad. Since the late 1960’s,
there has been a steady decline of U.S. troops located overseas as is
shown in the attached table.

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3



ApproVéd muamgamsm/owwmﬂmwmcﬂmmWsoo12-3

[End strengths in thousands]

. “June 30,
v 1964

June 30,
1966

June 30, June 30, June 30, Junc 30, Junc 30, ' June 30, June 30, June 30, Dee. 31,
™ 965 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1973
Total outsidé the United States. o o oo _oomcecoon- 766 778 1,013 1,247 1, 241 1,196 1,071 842 628 585 523
58, territorics and possossions ' __ . .. .. . v 36 34 37 39 .41 41 37 38 33 43 31
Foreign countries. ... oo eooon - 719 T 774 977 1,208 1,200 1,155 1,034 -804 595 542. 492
Total forcign afloat (included in forcign countries (129) (142) (132) (156) (117) (94) (120) - (83) (87) (73) (55)
figure). ;
SELECTED AREAS: .

Southeast Asia. el 21 108 322 - 529 622 622 472 287 133 53 36
South Vietham - - oo 17 60 268 449 534 539 415 239 47 * ("
Thailand. . e ecnam 4 10 25 39 48 48 41 32 47 42 36 -
Afloat_ e NA 33 30 41 40 36 17 16 40 )

222 194 212 215 238 220 211 166 142 146 136
NN
43 33 39 38 40 40 38 32 22 19 32
Philippines_ - - . oo _ e Cams 15 16 26 28 28 27 24 19 17 16 16
Ryukyus Islands. .o aas 46 35 39 42 39 43 43 47 43 38 23
South Korea. oo 63 62 52 56 67 61 54 43 41 42 38
Tadwan_ L 4 4 8 8 9 9 9 9 8 9 6
Afloat_ . e 52 45 47 43 54 40 43 16 11 22 21
Western Burope and related areas_ - .- ..____ 408 401 360 364 819 296 304 314 208 319 300
) p T
Belgium ____________.___ e e e 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
France... 34 32 28 2 e e e e e ——— e
Germeny.___ ..l eaieo 263 262 237 . 257 225 206 214 223 210 229 214
Teeland . iaaiio- 3 2 3 B} 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
q 11 11 10 10, 10 11 10 9 10 10 12
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 . 3 5 4
Greenland. . _____ ... _.__._ 4 3 2 1 ) U e m—mmm e
Libya e eeaeans 4 3 3 3 3 B e e e m— e
MOTOCEO - - o e e e 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Netherlands_ . e mmme——eo | e cee—————e 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Portugal (including Azoves) ... .____.____. 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Spain . wee .. 11 9 9 10 9 10 8 9 9 9 10
¥
Turkey_ .o 11 10 10 11 10 10 7 7 7 7 7
United Kingdom___________________________ 26 20 20 25 2 23 21 21 22 21 21
Afleat. o o e l_. 28 39 30 32 23 19 28 29 26 28 23
Othero e 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 *)

Other APeRS. - uoo .. 110 84 124 142 62 58 84 76 53 67 ' 61
Bermude. .l 3 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2
Canado_ - ... 11 10 6 5 4 4 3 2 2 2 2
Cuba_ o _l______. 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3
Ethiopia . o .. 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 | AR 1
GanEn_ ... 8 7 9 12 15 12 11 9 11 16 9
Midweay . . e 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 e e e ——————
Panama Canal Zone_ _______________________ 11 11 12 13 12 12 11 11 11 10 11
Puerto Rico_ __ ... __.___________.___._._ 10 10 il 9 9 10 9 6 7 7 5
Afloat .. oo __. 49 25 51 40 * * 34 28 i1 18 13
Other_ . 11 12 27 55 13 10 8 15 8 9 26

1 Excludes afloat. ) - -

2 Includes 1,006 Navy personnet in Briti i
ludes. i No TROnne ritish Indian Ocean territory
*Indicates serviee presence insufficient for round-off to II‘,O([;’(‘)r.".”” ’

Note.—Total may not add due to rounding.
( )Non-add figures. * ’ m-g
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The DoD manpower request for fiscal year 1975 included the follow-
ing overseas troops levels:

REQUESTED OVERSEAS MILITARY MANPOWER 1

[fn thousands]

End fiscal year—

1974 1975

* Total military ManpOWer. .- w-ocewoamnemzzes [, 2,174 2,152
. Total United States, territories and possessions, Southeast Asia2___... - 1,694 1,674
Europe and related areas. e 319 319
Western Pacific. .. ooeooaeen P 153 153
Other Foreign Countries/areas - oo vaocoooomoemaecmaocmonmmmmmeeoos 9 9
Navy/Marine Corps forces deployed afloat included in aboVe. oo oo (64) (64)

Total Foreign Countries/areas, less Southeast ASIA o e e mmmmmm e mam 481 481

1 All geographic areas include Navy and Marine Carps units afloat in those areas,
2 Southeast Asia strengths have been included here due to security classification.

Querseas Headgquarters

The committee was particularly interested this year in headguarters
overseas, largely because the fiscal year 1974 committee report had
recommonded a 80% reduction in certain headquarters, mostly over-
seas, by June 30, 1974. The reductions, which were recommended in
conjunction with an overall manpower reduction, were not made man-
datory, allowing the commanding officers in the headquarters flexibil-
ity in apportioning the reductions. But, the report cautioned, ‘“this
flexibility should not be construed as a means of avoiding the achieve-
ment of significant personnel reductions.”

The DOD manpower request included a 7% reduction as of June
30, 1974, compared to the 30% this committee recommended. And the
reduction planned to be completed by DOD as of June 80, 1975, totals

“11%, still far less than 30%.

The committee did not recommend a 30% reduction frivolously or
without study. Our judgment on the subject has not changed. Head-
quarters staffs and organizations, including these overseas, can and
should be reduced.

The following table details the strength reductions as of June 30,
1974, and June 30, 1975, in the headquarters specified in the FY T4
Committee report. It should be noted that the staffs of some head-
quarters have increased rather than decreased.
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COMPARISON OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1974 COMMITTEE REPORT AND DOD ACTION ON SPECIFIC HEADQUARTER S

Last year’s

Committee report DOD fiscal year 1975 budget request
Suggested June 30, June 30,
Headquarters Strengths  Reduction 1974 Changs 1975 Change:
EUROPE

61 4,555 ~272
—41 837 —48
—185 1,009 —186
—34% 289 -39
—35 320 ~35.
=27 1,276 —289

—1 33 -
+6 196 +6.
—14 1,031 ~51
-T2 , 091 —~169
+11 478 +7
--87 837 —87
-3 743 ~4]
+26 341 +29
+3: 803 —43
+139 131 +39
+1 396 -+1

—7 802 —
—42€ 967 —467
—§ 79 —9
—1,237 16,219 —1,975
B B —11

11,000 Reduction of Overseas Headquarters and Non-Combat Units

For fiscal year 1975, the committee stresses that it believes head-
quarters reductions should continue as recommended last year, certainly
at a higher rate than is reflected in the planned 11% figure. Overseas
headquarters particularly should be reduced.

Headquarters are only part of the operating “overhead” of military
units. The committee believes that some support or non-combat units
can be cut from the overall force without impairing its fighting
capability.

U.S. forces in general, but especially U.S. forces overseas, are known
to be heavy in support, or as having a low teeth-to-tail ratio. This
committee does not deny the necessity of support and administrative
personnel, but we do stress our interest in an improved combat/support
ratio that would mean the defense dollar was buying more combat
than support.

Accordingly, the committee suggests an 11,000 man reduction in
overseas headquarters and non-combat units.

. One theme of this report is buying the most and best defense possible
with every dollar spent. Reducing headquarters and non-combat units,
especially overseas, will contribute signifizantly to this goal.

Two examples of areas where the committee feels reductions could
be accomplished are Europe and Korea.

Europe

The European headquarters mentioned in last year’s report have
only been reduced 4%, with a 9% reduction planned by June 30, 1975.
The committee believes that further reductions in Kuropean head-
quarters would be reasonable.
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The committee believes that a part of the 11,000 man reduction
could occur in headquarters and non-combat units in Europe. Using
combat battalions the combat-to-support ratio in U.S. Army forces is
currently 41/59, obviously heavy in support. A small reduction from
the support tail would not subtract from the fighting capability of the
force and, hopefully, would scrve as the first step in- restructuring
Army forces in Europe to produce more combat capability.

Tt ‘should be stressed that the Army is mentioned here only as an
example because it has the largest share of troops in Europe. The
reduction should be apportioned by the Secretary of Defense among
the manpower levels of all four Services in Europe.

The 319,000 -American military personnel authorized in Europe do
not represent a magic number. This committee believes it is time to
assess the fighting capability of the force, and strengthen it wherever
possible without adding forces. It is in the spirit of constructive eriti-
oism that a recommendation is made to reduce the U.S, support forces
in Europe. This should not be construed as a waning of support for
NATO, the beginning of major reductions in Europe, or lack of sup-
port for the MBFR talks. :
Korea

The fiscal year 1974 report of this committee suggested a 50 percent
reduction in the three U.S. headquarters in Korea. The committee is
surprised that, as of June 30, 1974, 100 people will have been added
to these headquarters, representing an 8 percent increase.

The committee looked at the overall U.S. force structure in Korea
and determined that the overstafling in headquarters is part of a larger
problem, Using the Army again as an example, U.S. ﬁrmy forces in
Korea have a combat/support ratio of 37/63. Of the 63 percent repre-
senting noncombat units, about one-quarter are headquarters and
administrative units.

Last year Secretary Richardson said that further U.S. withdrawal
from Korea should be phased with the completion of the $1.5 billion
Korean modernization program begun in 1971. As of this year—fiscal
year 1974—that program is reported to be 58 percent complete. The
requested Army strength for Korea in fiscal year 1975 has not been
reduced.

Secretary Schlesinger this year said that there have been no major
improvements in North Korean force size or improvement. In the man-
power hearings, DOD stated that South Korean ground forces are now
adequate for defense against North Korea,

Based on the South Korean’s credible defense capability in
ground forces, the 58 percent completion of the Modernization
Program, and the fact that the U.S. Army forces in South Korea
are even heavier in support than other U.S. Army forces, a
reduction in U.S. forces in Korea is reasonable and unprecipitous. As
a reasonable first step, a 15 percent reduction in headquarters and non-
combat units in South Korea is suggested. Such a reduction would be
aimed at improving the efficiency of U.S. forces remaining in Korea
and would in no way diminish their effectiveness.

31-683—74——10
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NATO Amendments

The committee remains convinced that the United States’ commit-
ment to NATO is vital to U.S. security and interests. But it believes
that at this time of a changing strategic balance, rising costs,
changing technology and reduced tensions it is more important than
ever that a hard look be taken at the NATO Alliance and at the
U.S. participation in the Alliance. It is of real interest and concern
to the Committee that action be taken to realize the following
objectives:—that the size, structure, and deployment of U.S. NATO
forces be as efficient and economical as possible consistent with
adequate conventional defense;——that maximum emphasis be placed
on conventional defense and deterrence to minimize the risk of nuclear
confrontation; and—that the fullest cooperation be obtained from
the Allies to maximize use of resources and to equalize burden sharing.

Three amendments requiring positive steps toward the above ob-
Jjectives were offered by Senator Nunn and adopted unanimously by
‘the committee. :

The three NATO amendments form a package designed to enhance
the non-nuclear potential of NATO forces in FEurope and start toward
putting the U.S. NATO posture on more of a long term basis. Each
is directed at a critical problem of the Alliance with a certainty that
the problems are solvable and are worth solving because NATO is
basically a strong and, in the opinion of the committee, vital alliance.

Reports to Congress are required on the three stibjects so Congress
can be kept informed of progress or lack of progress. ‘
A. Improving the Tooth-to-Tail Ratio in Europe

This amendment reflects the committee consensus that U.S. NATO
forces are too heavy in headquarters and non-combat units relative to
combat personnel. It mandates a 20% reduction in the number of U.S.
Army support troops in Europe. amounting to some 23,000 troops and
phasing the reduction over a two-year period. Because the committeo
fecls that U.S. forces in Europe can and should be restructured to in-
crease combat capability, the amendment allows the combat strength
of the Army in Turope to be increased by the number of non-combat
positions cut. Any such increase must be made in units of battalion size
or smaller, assuring that these increments will bs in real fighting
strength.

The amendment affects only the Army since it is the largest com-
ponent in Europe, but it is expected that the other Services will take
action in line with the intent of this amendment.

The committee feels it would be unwise to make a large unilateral
rednction in 1.8, forces in Europe at this time for several reasons:

(1) The MBFR talks would be damaged. Since they appear to
be making progress, it makes sense to ‘wait at least until the end of
this year to see if an agreement takes shape.

(2) Tn adopting the Jackson-Nunn Amendment last year Con-
gress made an implied undertaking to maintain our conventional
support in NATO if our allies would assume their fair share of the
burden. Negotiations are still underway and we are told the outlook
iIs optimistic. Going back on this arrangement now would be
irresponsible,
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(3) Reducing our conventional forces would seriously lower the nu-
clear threshold. When we had assured strategic nuclear superiority,
otir tactical nuclear force was an effective deterrent to a conventional
Soviet attack. With strategic parity and expanded Soviet tactical.
nuclear capabilities this is no longer true. Neither side can afford the
risks of initiating a nuclear conflict. Our tactical weapons are neces-
sary to deter a Soviet tactical nuclear attack, but only @& strong con-
ventional capability can deter a conventional attack.

B. Developing a Tactical Nuclear Policy in Europe

This amendment prohibits any increase in the number of T.S.
‘tactical warheads in Furope except in the event of imminent hostili-
ties and directs the Secretary of Defense to study our tactical nuclear
policy and posture to ensure that it is coordinated within the Alliance
and 1s fully consistent with a strong conventional defense. The study
must also consider the numbers and types of weapons that could be
reduced. ' ' C

Tho present U.S. postire on tactical nuclear weapons in FEurope does
not appear to reflect current and comprehensive policy determinations;
it, seems to be more of an accumulation of kinds and numbers of weapons
.over a long period of time. The number, dispersal and variety of
tactical weapons and the high alert status we maintain is probably
a destabilizing factor lowering the nuclear threshold. The committee
believes that NATO nceds a convincing nuclear deterrent but that we
cannot afford the unnecessary risk of too many nuclear weapons in
Europe or too great a readiness to use them.

" The amendment assures that a comprehensive review of the situa-
tion will be completed and that Congress will get, by way of semi-
annual reports, the facts and rationale of U.S. policy on tactical nuclear
warheads in Europe.

.C. NATO Standardization Amendment y :

This amendment is directed at improving commonality and stand-
ardization in weapons, cquipment and support systems in NATO.
Tt directs the Secretary of Defense (a) to assess the consequences in
cost and loss of combat effectiveness of failures to standardize, (b)
to make specific proposals for common. action and (c) to work within
NATO to make standardization in rescarch, development, procure-
ment and support an integral part. of the NATO planning process.
He must report progress. to Congress cvery six months beginning
January 31, 1975. : :

The failure to standardize has multiplied NATO costs and undercut
.combat cffectiveness. The former Head of the NATO Military Com-
mittee has estimated that 50%. of the $20 billion spent annually by
NATO countries for research and development is on duplication.

" The NATO navies have 100 different ships of destroyer or larger
‘classes, 36 different types of radars for fire control, and 40 different
“fypos of guns of 30 mm or larger caliber. NATO forces at sea cannot
‘replenish expended weapons unless each nation’s own logistics replen-
‘ishes its own forces. Fuel for NATO tactical aircraft has been stand-
“ardized but there is not yet standard equipment for transferring the
fucl into the fighters. And many airfields, NATO and national, can
-only resupply and reload aircraft from that country, meaning that if a
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plane landed after expending its munitions, it may not be able to take
off again. Guns sre not of uniform caliber; command and control
systeras differ. In short, each ally must have its own logistics tail and
inventory of spare parts.

With greater commonality, NATO could strerigthen its defense
while reducing its defense expenditures. It is the Committee’s judg-
ment that standardization offers a great potential for improving
NATO?’s defense capabilities.

Reduction of Training Staffs and Qverhead

The Defense Department request for manpower included some 528,-
000 military and civilian personnel for the formal, individual training
establishment. This does not include the manpower used in combat
or other functional units where training is also conducted. The request,
included the following manpower in each Service.

FISCAL YEAR 1975 DOD TRAINING MANPOWER REQUEST
[Military and civilian in thousands]

Army Navy Marine Corps Air Force Total’

Students. e 113 79 25 56 273
Staffs and overhead ... _.._______ 73 53 14 37 177
Base Support. ... oo 49 2 s 27 78.
Total oo aeen 235 .34 39 120 528

Overall, there is a very high proportion of staffs, overhead and
support personnel compared to the student load in the Department of
Defense. For example, using only staff and overhead personnel in the
above table, the ratio of students per staff in each Service is shown

below:
Students per staff :
Army 1.6 to 1
Navy ——— —-1.5t01
Marine Corps_ i -18to 1
Air Force - _— ——— 1.6to 1
Total DOD o - -~ 1L6to1

If training base support personnel were included in the above

- raftios, it would reduce the overall Defense Department ratio to almost

one instructor or staff man for every student. That is much more than

other school systems in the country. For comparison, student to staff
ratios for several kinds of non—DeIB(;nsc schools are shown below :

Students per staff :
Public high schools 18.9 to %
Public post high school vocational schools____ From 4.6 to 2 t0 70.4 to 1
Private post high school vocational schools__ From 28.6 to 6 to 123. T to 1
Colleges 15.0 to 1
Local school system____________________ " TTTTTTTTTTTT 15.0 to 1

The committee is aware of the fact that military training differs
substantially from the training and education in the civilian sector.
It is also aware of the accounting differences that make exact com-
parisons difficult. Ilowever, the difference in stafling is so wide, the
committee believes that much more can be done to tighten down on
staffs and overhead for training. As a minimum, the committee feels
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that the following avenues should be vigorously pursued to achieve
reductions in training manpower and expects a report on actions taken
in each area prior to the F'Y 1976 manpower request.

Reduction of the levels of staffing in training activities.

Consolidation of schools and courses to eliminate duplication within
each service and between Defense components.

Uso of educational technology to substitute equipment for training
personnel.

Use of improved systems for on-the-job training instead of formal
‘individual training.

Reduction in the scope of career development education as opposed
to job related skill development.

The committee believes that by the end of F'Y 1975, the Department
of Defense should reduce military and civilian training manpower by

. about 7% from the requested levels.

Base Support Personnel

The Department of Defense manpower request included some
576,000 military and civilian personnel for base operating support.
This support includes the many varied functions involved 1n operat-
ing bases for active duty and reserve military and civilian personnel
and their dependents. It includes such things as operating commis-
saries, laundries and theatres, providing base transportation, supply
and food service, building and road maintenance and construction,
providing utilities, fire and police services and running the base head-
quarters and administrative activities.

Since FY 1973, the Department of Defense has announced 463 base
closures or realignment actions that have eliminated 69,400 military
and civilian jobs. However, these reductions are not reflected in the
DoD manpower request for base support personnel. In some areas, the
DoD request included substantial increases above current levels of
base support personnel as shown in the table below.

BASE OPERATING SUPPORT REDUCTION
[Mititary and civilian manpower In thousands]

June 30,1973, Dec. 31, 19173 June 30, 19!74, June 30, 1975,
plan

actual actua request

183 163 178 183

103 101 101 105

34 31 31 31

AT FOICR. o oee s o comcccccmecmcmcumammmammmm e oommaun 257 260 253 250

Defense 82eMNei0S.camaancennmacacnamomanrommenmamann 7 7 7 7
Total DOD:

[T 2R U 286 262 250 255

Civiliana . oocneenan e e ememameseemsaeceeemaasaan 308 300 320 321

TOtal e e cmammmcmmrmccemammmnm— e moomes 594 - 562 570 576

The Defense Department said that the Military Departments
had been authorized to increase the direct combat strength of the
armed forces by using the manpower freed by base consolidation ac-
tions. However, the DoD manpower request included increases in
base support. The Committee felt that these increases should not be
authorized since the base realignment actions had already been ac-
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complished. This resulted in a reduction of some 28,000 military and
civilian personnel from the DoD request, or about 5% of the total base
support manpower requested,

Medical Support Personnel

The DoD manpower request included some 129,000 military and
civilian personnel for medical support. These are personnel for “fixed
site”” medical facilities such as hospitals and include all the various
kinds of people from doctors to administrative clerks who operate
these facilities. This category does not include the medical personnel
and units that directly support Army and Marine divisions, Navy
ships or Air Force direct support clinics and dispensaries. Although
the overall number of military personnel has declined and the Defense
Department reported a decrease in medical workload (i.e. patients),
the DoD request included an overall increase in the rumber of medical
support personnel and in the ratio of medical support personnel to-
military manpower.

The committee felt that the number and proportion of medical
support personnel in the military services should 7ot be increased.
The committee has no intention of decreasing rnedical care, but
there are compelling reasons to hold up increases in medical support
personnel at this time.

First, a major study of Health Personnel is underway with participa-~
tion of Defense, HEW and the Office of Management and Budget.
This study, which is to be completed ir. late 1974, will examine the
requirements for medical personnel and is seeking to find ways of
making Defense health care delivery more efficient. The reduction
Wloul(é hold medical support at current levels until the study is com-

eted.

P Second, medical personnel are difficult to recruit and retain in an
all-volunteer situation. The reduction would deny increases in medical
support until the recruiting situation is clearer and there is more
experience with the medical bonus.

Third, defense medical costs have been increasing rapidly. “Fixed
site”” medical support costs totaled $1.6 Billion in FY 1970 compared
with $2.8 Billion in FY 1975. These medical costs or. a per man basis
have risen from $470 per man in FY 1970 to $1280 per man in FY
1975—up 2.7 times.

The committee reduction totalling 4000, or about 39% of the
requested military and civilian manpower, would hold medical support
personnel at current proportions.

Army General Purpose Force Manpower

The military manpower request for FY 1975 included 450,000
personnel for general purpose forces (or an increase of some 17,000).
These forces include the Army’s combat battalions and other divi-
sional units, but also include a good many non-combat support units.
A summary of the manpower for these various units, together with
requested increases and decreases is shown below.
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ARMY, GENERAL PURPOSE FORCE MANPOWER, FISCAL YEARS
[Military manpower in thousands]

1975 budget
1974 request

manpower manpower Change
General purpose forces. o oo caecmacaccoaeccannnmmnsmeanensmannn 433 450 +17
DIVISIONS. - . o oo oo cmmemc o ccce e e e a—maeseeemnen——— 195 196 +1
Separate combat brigades, battalions, etc. ool 47 56 -+9
Air defense units coceecmer o ommaeann - 22 7
Missile units_.____ - - 10 9 -1
Engineer units.occcoceoeenn-- ——— . 22 23 +1°
Aviation units. . oo - . 11 |
Electronic warfare/communication. 19 18 —1
~ Special ammo control_._...... -
Intelligence SUPPOr - - oo oo mcmmeremmcmeene—— e 6 8.
Combat support units.... -
Field army support.__.. - 76 78 42
Theatre SUpPOrt. e e cecccccmcccmcercccmmrnacnm—aasnne. 16 16 cemeceamceenas

The committee applauds the Army’s effort to increase the number
of combat battalions by reducing support activities. The Army has
made some real progress in this regard. As can be seen above, about
10,000 of the increase requested in general purpose force manpower is.
for 13 combat battalions, both within and separate from divisions.
However, the table also shows an increase of some 9000 personnel for
various non-combat units, The Committee questions whether all of
this latter increase is needed. Reducing support in one accounting:
category and increasing it in another does not achicve the result ol
restructuring Army forces to produce more combat power. :

Marine Corps Manpower Reductions

In addition to the military manpower reductions in other functional
areas, the Committee noted a requested increase of 14,000, or 209,
for Marine Corps manpower for land forces above current levels as.
shown below:

Marine Corps Land Force Manpower (military manpower in thousands)
(excluding tactical air and support):

June 80, 1973 el 75.
Dec. 31, 1973 o o oo 71
June 30, 1974 (plan) _ _ oo e 77
June 80, 1975 (TEQUESE) oo oo o C oo et e mmmemmeen 85

This increase is explained by several factors. First, current land
force strength is below planned strength, largely because of recruiting’
shortfalls. Second, the Marines want to increase the manning of some
support units within their divisions. Third, the Marines plan to in-
crease the strength of each rifle company. The overall effect of these
changes would be to bring Marine land force manning levels up to
about 939 of their revised plan for a peacetime structure.

The committce commends the Marine Corps’ usual practice of
emphasizing combat power. However, the Marine Corps is about 7000
below their total strength objectives and is expected to fall as much
as 12,000 short of their end FY 1974 strength target, of 196,000. Just
to stay even with their end FY 1974 strength, Marines will have to
recruit some 7000 more men in FY 1975 than they recruited in FY
1974. The committee is concerned that by increasing their planned
strength objective for land forces in 1975, the Marines may be driven
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to accepting lower quality personnel with an attendant loss of effec-
tiveness and increase in d}irscipline and other personnel problems. The
-committee strongly believes the Marine Corps should not sacrifice
quality for quantity and should concentrate on maintaining their long-
standing tradition of a ready, top quality, small, fighting force. The
small reduction in Marine Corps requested strength would still allow
the Marine Corps to substantially increase its combat strength
above the current actual level, but would hold down the amount of
the increase until it is clear the Marine Corps can achieve this higher
strength level with top quality personnal.

Air Force Strategic Airlift Manpower

The committee adopted an amendment proposed by Senator Nunn
to improve the back-up crew strength for emergency use of the strate-
gic airlift. The amendment requires that such Increases be made with
Air National Guard and Air Force Ressrve personnel, thus providing
for the Guard and Reserve a meaningful role with an important and
vital mission.

For FY 1975, the Department of Defense requested 8300 active
duty personnel and civilians to provide increased strategic airlift
capability in the event of an emergency. As there is no peacetime
operational requirement for the crews, the Committee considered it
logical to utilize the resources of the Air National Guard and the Air
Force Reserve to fulfill the requirement. Such an action could save
as much .as $100 million per year or more in defense expenditures.

Specifically, the amendment:

(@) Reduces the active Air Force end strength request by 8300 posi-
tions, the operational and support positions included for the crew
increase.

(6) Reduces the civilian end strength of the Air Force by 1800 posi-
tions, the number of new civilian slots associated with the increase.

(¢) Expresses the sense of Congress that any incraase in the ratio of
air crew to aircraft for the Air Force strategic airlift mission above
the present ratio of 2.00 active duty crew members and 1.25 Reserve
force crew members per aircraft should be achieved through the com-
ponents of the Selected Reserve.

(d) Directs the Secretary of Defense to develop a plan for meeting
increased manpower requirements for strategic airlift jointly from the
Air Force Reserve and Air National Gusard, and to submit the plan to
the Congress together with his comments and recommendations within
90 days from enactment. The amendment requires the plan to include:
(1) proposals for restructuring Air National Guard missions and using
existing units in order to avoid loss of present skills; (2) plans for
making adequate aircraft available to the Air Force Reserve and Air
National Guard for this mission whether by transfer, rotation, “hy-
bridization”, “association” or otherwise; (3) plans for instituting the
hybridization program on a test basis at two or more Air National
Guard facilities. The amendment directs the Secrerary of Defense to
(éelay implementation until after this plan has been submitted to

ONgTesSs.

“Hybridization” and “association” are two concepts of assigning
reserve component units to active forces for use in strategic airlift
using aircraft which remain under control of MAC (Military Airlift
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Command). This allows reserve crews to train and participate in the
world-wide air-lift system. Associate units are colocated with MAC
units, training in peacetime with MAC aircraft, and manned to aug-
ment MAC upon mobilization. Hybrid units are attached to, but not
colocated with, MAC units. As separate reserve units, the hybrid units
would operate at their own bases in peacetime, but with aircraft on
loan from MAC on a rotating schedule. Like associate units, on the
other hand, they are manned to merge with and augment MAC upon
mobilization. .

Rising costs of military personnel and the constraints of the All
Volunteor Army demand that we utilize the lower cost but high ekill
personnel of the Reserve and National Guard as fully as possible under
the Total Force Policy. DOD’s request to establish a wartime surge
crew capability through increases in the active force flies straight in
the face of this policy. This amendment indicates the Committee’s
interest in bringing the components of the Selected Reserve into the
Total Force in a meaningful way. If practical problems exist which
limit these possibilities, the amendment would require that they be
addressed directly.

All-Volunteer Force

There js neither sufficient experience nor adequate evidence upon
which to base final judgments about the success or failure of the volun-
teer concept. Overall, testimony by Department of Defense officials is
a basis for encouragement. On the other hand, the statistical indica-
tors remain mixed—recruiting shortfalls experienced over the past
year in the Army and Marine Corps are of concern to the committee.
Serious questions remain as to whet%er or not these services can attract
sufficient numbers of “quality” recruits in the future.

The measures of quality remain ambiguous. The committee has pre-
viously expressed concern over the lack of adequate yardsticks for
measuring quality and on several occasions encouraged the Department
of Defense to develop better predictors of job performance. To date,
there is little evidence that such yardsticks have been developed.

Also of concern to the committee are the potential implications of
the decline that will oceur in the source of supply of military volun-
toers as a result of declining birth rates. After the male population
(ages 17-22) levels off over the next several years, it will start to
decline in the early 1980s, bottoming out in 1987 at about 12 percent
below 1974 levels, before turning upward again in the 1990s. Although
future military manpower needs are uncertain, this decrease in the
supply of available manpower can be expected to have a significant
impact on the magnitude of the recruiting task. Early attention should
be directed toward this problem area. The Secretary of Defense is

- requested to provide a report to the committee on or before Decem-
ber 1, 1974, which provides estimates of the nced for and availability
of volunteers for each Service for the next 10 to 15 years, The report
chould also estimate the feasibility and highlight the anticipated
problems of continuing the volunteer system through that period.

Many questions have been raised over the past year concerning the
representativeness of the all-volunteer force. Ividence provided to
date—though sketchy—suggests that the volunteer forces are dispro-
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portionately represented geographically, economically, and racially.
While the implications of such imbalances remain unclear, it is im-
portant that adequate data be collected by the Department of Defense.
Accordingly, the Department of Defense is requested to provide to
this committee by December 1, 1974 for fiscal 1974, and annually
thereafter, the distribution of recruiss by servics, whether urban or
rural by state, by racial background, and by annual family earnings
broken down in appropriate categories. It is recognized that family
carning data may not be available now. Sample survey rosults should
be used until such data can be collected on a routine basis.

Cancern for Manpower Management

This bill authorizes the total military personnel strengths for each
Service based on the requirements to 16 the many various jobs within
the Defense Department. It does not specify the individuals who are
assigned to the various jobs. How well the jobs get done depends on
the quality of the individuals and how well they are managed. The
committee in its review noted two problems in this regard. First, ac-
cording to Defense Department and GAO estimates, the authorized
strengths for I'Y 1974 will probably not be achieved in the Army,
Navy and Marine Corps, This is the result of recruiting shortfalls in
the volunteer environment and, in part, inaccuracies in the personnel
accounting system. The overall shortfall is expected to be 20,000 to
30,000 men (about 1%).

This strength shortfall is compounded by malassignment of person-
nel by the personnel assignment system. The net. result of both prob-
lems is that combat units fend to be undermanned, while support units
tend to be overmanned. For example, in December 1973, while total
military strengths was still about 27,000 above the end FY 74 target,
the general purpose forces were undermanned by 30,000 and support
was overmanned by 57,000 compared to the end F'Y 74 target strengths.
The committee expects the Department of Defense and the Military
Services to adopt policies and procedires that will properly account
for personnel strengths and assign personnel to the various functions
that have been authorized. Priority shculd be given to the combat units
by the assignment procedures.

Improvements in the Annual Manpower Requirements Report

The statutory manpower requirements report continues to be a
key part of the justification for the Defense request for military and
civilian manpower requirements. Therefore, it is essential that the
format and categories used in that report be consistent from year to
Year and the definitions of each category be improved. This year’s
report included some new major categories which added little o the
overall prospective and some changes in categories which tended to
confuse the presentation. Such non-essential changes simply weaken
the overall justification.

The unit annex provided with this year’s report at committee
request was useful in strengthening the report and should be con-
tinued in the future. The committee requests that manpower numbers
be rounded to the nearest tenths of thousands (eg: 396.4 thousand)
in future manpower reports and unit annexes.
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The committee believes a major effort is needed to improve the
.definition of the various manpower planning categories of the man-
power report. This offort should have the following objectives: 1)
to improve the connection between the planning catogories and actual
units in the field, 2) to improve the definition of support and identify
‘support units, 3) to develop broad standards that relate the amount
of support with the forces support, 4) to make the categories used by
each Service consistent, 5) to relate locations (eg: overseas troops)
to the various planning categorics. However, the committee requests
the Defense Department not to make any changes in the manpower
report until such proposed changes have been fully reviewed by the
.committee staff and the committee has been provided a complete
crosswalk from the current categories to the proposed new definitions.
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TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Summary of request ‘

In the Fiscal Year 1975 budget the Department of Defense re-
quested authorization for an average strength total of 892,066 per-
sonnel to make up the seven Selected Reserve forces of the Reserve
Components. This proposed force structure is 96,293 less than re-
quested in FY 1973 when the force was manned at higher levels
because of draft-induced accessions.

The budget request, broken out by Reserve Components, was as

follows:

Army National Guard. . 379, 848
Army Reserve. — ———— - — ——- 215, 842
Naval Reserve. _— —— _— N, 107, 526.
Marine Corps Reserve e 36, 703
Air National Guard e e e 89, 128
Air Force Reserve___ — —— R 41, 319
Coast Guard Reserve________ o 11, 700

Sectional analysis

Section 401.—FEstablishes the annual average strength at which the-
Reserve Forces are to be programmed for the fiscal year.

Section 402.—Provides for proportionate reduction of any Reserve:
component by the total authorized strength of units of that component
which are on active duty (other than for training) at any time during
the fiscal year. This proportionate reduction is applicable also to the-
total number of individual members, not in units, serving on active
duty without their consent during the fiscal year. When units and/or
individuals are released from active duty, proporticnate increases are
permitted.

Committee Increases Requests

The committee recommends approval of the manning levels re-
%:msted in the budget for the Marine Corps, Air Force and Coast

uard Reserve and increases in the other four Reserve Components.
The discussion below sets forth the reasons for the higher figures
approved by the committee. :

Personnel Turbulence

This year the committee was faced with unusual circumstances im-
pacting on Selected Reserve strength levels which hopefully will not
recur.

The following factors interplayed in the committee’s efforts to deter-
mine the exact size of Reserve strengths required for fiscal year 1975,

1. The average strengths requested in the budget were determined
in the Fall of 1973 when personnel levels were unstable and gencrally
declining as a result of expiration of the induction authority.

Thus, the request, was tied to “recruiting ability” rather than actusl
requirements, In Fiscal Year 1973 and prior, Reserve strength was at
higher levels because of draft induced enlistments.

(148)
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2. Testimony during committee hearings resulted in requests by the
individual Reserve and Guard Chiefs for higher manning levels than
those in the budget. These requests were based on favorable results
from recruiting drives conducted after the budget figures were fixed.
Sueh additions were in. conflict with Defense Department estimates
and required appropriation increases approaching £100 million.

3. The Defense Department announced plans to reduce the Army
Reserve Component force structure by 48,000 spaces but could not
identify for the committee the types of units to be phased out or the
distribution of the cut between the Army Guard and Army Reserve.

Overall Committee Position

In general, the committee in certain components favored higher
levels than those requested in the budget and acted accordingly. These
increases were allowed because the committee feels the Reserve Com-
ponents can recruit to higher levels than those requested in the budget
and there is a justifiable requirement for higher manning levels.

The committee took special exception to the Defense Department
proposal to reduce the personnel of five units of the Air Guard in fiscal
year 1975. Thus, the number of personnel in the 5 Air Guard units to
e eliminated was restored. The committee directs that these trained
personnel be utilized in the Air Guard program through the most eco-
nomical and meaningful plan possible.

Also, the committee will once again ask the Defense Department
for a detailed justification and identification of the Army Guard and
Army Reserve units to be eliminated as a result of the 48,000 force
structure reduction directed by the Secretary of Defense. This report
will be considered during Conference with the House members when
the manning levels of the two Houses are resolved for final submission
to the Congress.

Current State of the Reserve

During hearings on the FY 1975 requests the committee gave special
attention to the current state of the Reserve Components as regards
personnel, equipment and readiness.

Personnel :

While the committee was encouraged regarding the recent upsurge
in manning levels, emphasis was placed on quality of personnel as
opposed to numbers. With the increasing sophistication of weapon
systems it is felt that the best quality individual available should be
aggressively sought by the recruiting offices. All Reserve Chiefs ex-
pressed continued concern that over three-fourths of the new acces-
sions were still coming from prior service personnel. While these in-
dividuals are already trained and represented cost savings in that
regard, this particular source of reserve manning will eventually
decline as active force levels stabilize. If the Reserve Components are
to0 be properly manned in the future more new accessions will be neces-
sary. The committee feels special study should be given to this prob-
Tem. Shorter enlistments and shorter initial training periods are two
approaches the committee feels have not yet been adequately tested.

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 1XplA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3

While additional incentives to attract and hold Fersonnel may even-
tually be required, the committee desires that low cost administrative
procedures should be fully exploited before more expensive approaches
are considered. v

The committee was impressed with the results of the Army Guard
and Army Reserve recruiting campaigns during Fiscal Year 197+
Based on these reports the average strength requests of both compo-
nents were increased.

The Air Guard request was increased for reasons already explained.

The Navy Reserve request was also increased, as was the case last
year. The committee continues to express concern relative to the Naval
Reserve strength reductions. These reductions in the past two years
take the Naval Reserve well below requirements and are obviously
based on budgetary considerations irregardless of mission require-
ments.

Equipment

Despite significant advances in equipping the Reserve Forces the
committee feels the Department of Defense is lacking in an aggressive
program in this area.

The Army Guard Chief testified, “All of our major organizations
are limited by resource constraints to authorized e uipage levels of 3
on a scale of 1to 4, with 1 being complete equipment fill.” Thus, regard-
less of the quality of training or mann.ng strengths, necessary readi-
ness levels cannot be reached.

The Naval Reserve is still hampered by having ta use the old C-118
aircraft for transportation. Replacement of these aircraft should be
given highest priority.

Another example of constraints on the Naval Reserve is the order to
transfer in FY 1975 10,000 personnel from Pay Group A (48 drills)
to Pay Group B (24 drills). A similar transfer in FY 1974 of 2,000
personnel resulted in over 60% of the erlisted men withdrawing from
the program. The Naval Reserve Chicf testified if this order was not
withdrawn the program could not meet the manning levels requested
in the budget.

The committee also took note of the fact that all air elements of the
Reserve Components were severely hampered by the total shutdown
of flying during the energy crisis. Reduced levols now in effect limit
the ability of these units to attain acceptable readinass levels and also
increase the risk of accidents.

Actions by the Coongress in recent yesrs such as adding aircraft to
the budget designated for the Air Guard are steps which the Defense
Department should be taking on its own initiative in order that a mere
efficient equippage will take place.

Availability of Reserve Components

In the event of a national emergency the President has the author-
ity to call to active duty up to 1 million members of the Reserve
Components.

With the expiration of the induction authority the Reserve and
Guard have now become the first line source of manpower in the event
of any mobilization requirement. International events may require
limited call-ups but commitment to combat of any military person-
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nel are subject to the new controls embodied in the War Powers legis-
lation enacted by the Congressin 1973,

 The committee which has promoted fullest possible support for Re-
serve and Guard forces thus expects these forces to be available for
call-up at any time. This availability of Reserve Components greatly
strengthens our national defense posture and enables us to provide a
reasonably large force at an economical cost.

Transfer of Missions

The committee also has included language in the bill and in the
report relative to utilization of Reserve Component resources in meet-
ing the required expansion of the strategic airlift mission.

This provision is included in Section 802 of the bill and is explained
fully in Title IIT of the Report. ‘

Future of Guard and Reserve

Events in recent years have placed additional responsibilities on
Guard and Reserve forces, With rising manpower costs the Guard and
Reserve offer to the nation an economical way of maintaining necessary
levels of preparedness at minimum costs.

With these views in mind, the committee awaits the findings of the
major study directed last year by the present Secretary of Defense:
and a special Air Guard, Air Reserve study directed by this committce.

It is recognized that some realignment of all components may be
prudent. However, in this context the committee favors utilization of
on-board manpower to the fullest extent possible. These trained re-
sources should be shifted to any new requirements which may be identi-
fied. The Secretary of Defense has indicated this would be his policy
and the committee fully supports this position.

Cost of Reserve Components

Although the provisions of this bill are not concerned directly
with cost, the committee believes it desirable to show an overview
of the anticipated costs for the Reserve components during fiscal year
1975. These costs, by budget element, representing an increase of’
$324.1 million over fiscal year 1974, are shown in the following chart :

FISCAL YEAR 1975 RESERVE COMPONENTS PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

{Dollar amounts in millions]

Personnel ! 0. & M. Construction Subtotal Procure- Total’
: N ment?

Army National Guard_______....oco_. $621.7 $608. 4 $59.0  §1,289.1 $361. 3 $1,650. 4
Army Reserve____ - 490.6 279.7 43.7 814.0 () 814.0-
Naval Reserve_... .- 209.7 238.4 20.8 468.9 83 477.2°
Marine Corps Reserve - 73.0 11,4 @) 84,4 43,7 128.1
Air National Guard ..o cceeeeen 198.6 596. 1 30.0 824.7 47.0 871.7°
Air Force Reserve. ..o coeuoceaoenn 148.5 278.2 16,0 A42.7 12.5 460. 2
(11| RSS! 1,742.1 2,012.2 169.5 3,923.8 477.8 4,401 6

Active personnel support for Reserve .
COMPONENES o e o ccmmme o cmmmmmmm e meemmmm e e e so-aoso—ss-osesas 317.4
Grand B0Ta o e e oo oo e e oo e ememmmmmmmmm e e —mmemmmmme-—e=mm—-e-ammmmna-amman= 4,719. 0:

1 Does not include activecrersonnel support for Reserve components.

2 Distribution of procured equipment is accomplished by separate schedule and extends over several years.
8 Included in Army National Guard procurement.

4 tncluded in Naval Reserve gonstruction,
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Committee Approved Strengths

The average strengths as recommended by the Army, Navy, Air
Force, Department of Transportation and Department of Defense for
Fiscal Year 1975 are shown on the chart below. Also shown are the
manning levels approved in Fiscal Years 1973, 1674 and those recom-
mended by the Senate Committee for 1975,

RESERVE PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATION CHART

Congress Congress Requested

authorized in authorized in in budget, Senate

fiscal year 1973 fiscel year 1974 ‘iscal year 1975 action

Army Guard 402,333 379,144 379, 848 390, 000
Army Reserve. 261, 300 232,591 215, 842 220,000
Naval Reserve 129, 000 119,231 107, 526 110, 000
Marine Reservi 45,016 38,735 36,703 36,703
Air National Guard 87,614 92,291 89,128 93,412
Air Eorce Resetve 51,296 49,773 51,319 51,319
Total, DOD i 976, 559 912,765 880, 366 801, 434

Coast Guard Reserve. .. ... o cuoo oo, 11, 800 11, 300 11,700 11,700
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TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Background.—Under 10 U.S.C. Sec. 138, the Congress is required
for the first time this year to authorize the civilian personnel end
fiscal year strength for each of the components of the Defense Depart-
ment. The Committee held hearings m open session on March 21,
22, 26; and April 11, 1974 and heard testimony from Defense De-
partment manpower experts on the civilian personnel strengths re-
quested by the Department of Defense for Fiscal Year 1975. Based on
this testimony, the information provided in the annual Manpower
Requirements Report for FY 1975 submitted by the Department of
Defense and other information provided to the Committee, the staff
has conducted a comprehensive review and analysis of civilian
personnel requirements.

Committee Recommendations

Reduction of 44,600 in civilian manpower strengths—a 4% re-
duction _

For the reasons discussed below, the committee recommends reduc-
tions totaling 44,600, about 4%, from the Defense Department request
for civilian strength at the end of F'Y 1975. The Defense Department
request included an increase of about 29,000 above the actual on-
board strength of 998,000 as of June 30, 1973 and totalled 1,027,300,
The Committee recommendations would reduce the requested strength
to 982,700 by the end of FY 1975. The Committee recommendations
on the civilian strength for each Defense component is shown below:

CIVILIAN EMPLOYEE STRENGTH
[End fiscal year 1975 strength in thousands]

' Reduction
Committee from

DOD request recommonded request Percent

AT e e eeecre e mm——n— s eecmmaneanan 358.7 335.4 —23.3 —6
323.5 313.2 —10.3 -3

269.7 261.3 —8.4 —4

75.4 72.8 —2.6 -3

Totale e e e eeen 1,027.3 982.7 —44.6 —4

Requirement to use the least costly type of manpower

The committee adopted amendatory language proposed by Senator
Taft that the Defense Department use the least costly form of man-
power that is consistent with military requirements and other needs
of the Department. This language requires DoD to consider the ad-
vantages of converting jobs performed by military personnel to
civilian employees and vice versa.

(153)
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Other Committee Amendments

The cominittee also recommends two other amendments deleting
sections of the bill that would have had the effect of negating the
Congressional strength authorizations for civilian personnel. One
section deleted by these amendments would allow the Secretary of
Defense or the Service Secretaries to increase civilian strengths with-
out regard to the numbers of civilian personnel authorized by this title
when “direct substitution of civilians for military personnel (which)
will result in economy without adverse effect upon national defense.”
The other section that would be deleted would allow the Secretary of
Defense to exceed the authorized civilian strength by 19, at his
discretion. Both these provisions were determined to be so broad as
to negate the effect of the Congressional authorization of civilian
strengths.

Definition of Civilian Personnel

Before discussing the committee rocommendations further, it
should be pointed out that the end-strength figures represent only
direct-hire employees, both permanent and temporary, including full-
time, part-time and intermittent employees paid from appropriated
funds, who are employed to perform miitary functions administered
by the Department of Defense. The following categories of civilian
employees are excluded from the strengths recommended.

(1) Employeces performing civilian functions administered by
the Department of Defense, the largest of which is the Corps of
Engineers Civil Works activities. For fiscal year 1975, the esti-
mated end strength is approximately 29,000.

(2) Indirect-hire employecs who are hired by the host nation
in support of U.S. Forces stationed abroad. The estimated to be
approximately 103,000. Foreign nationals who are employed di-
rectly by the U.S. Government are classified as direct-hire and
included in our recommended end strength for civilians. Slightly
over 43,000 foreign nationals are included in this category.

(3) Employees in special employment programs for students
and disadvantaged youths, such as the Stay-in-School Campaign
and the Temporary Summer Aid Program. The approximate
strength in this program at the end of fiscal year 1973 was 22,000
but during the summer, the number of these temporary student
hirings usually rises to a peak of about 40,000 employees.

(4) Employees of the National Security Agency who are ex-
cluded because employment statistics are classified information.

It should be noted also that the appro<imately 8,000 schoolteachers
in the Department of Defense Overseas School System are not in-
cluded because they serve on a nine-month basis and are not on the
Department of Defense payroll on June 30th, the teaching period
having ended before that time.

In addition, employees paid from non-appropriated funds are not
included.

No Layoffs Needed to Accomplish Civilian Strength Reductions

The full committee reduction should be accomplished by not filling
new job vacancies and by normal attrition, rather than any layoffs.
The Committee reduction of 44,600—or 4% —ircm the requested

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : %@-RDP7SBOO380R000700030012-3

civilian end strength is largely a denial of increases of civilians in the
Defense Department request. The Committee has repeatedly warned
the Defense Department not to hire to fill these new vacancies until
the Congress had an opportunity to review the Defense request. The
Defense request would have increased civilian strength by some
33,000—from the 994,000 actually employed on January 1, 1974 to
1,027,000 by June 30, 1975. As a resulp, about three quarters of the
reduction is a reduction of new job vacancies and thus would not
affect civilians already employed by the Department of Defense. The
balance of the Committee reduction can be accomplished by reduced
hiring and normal attrition. The Defense Department reported that
about 215,000 new civilians would have to be hired just to keep the
number of civilians in FY 1975 about equal to the number in FY
1974. A reduction of less than 109, of the new hires would more than
accomplish that part of the Committee reduction that would reduce
strength below actual on-board levels. The Committee expects the
Secretary of Defense to carefully manage this small, phased reduction
of civilian strength in a way that precludes large personnel layoffs and
turbulence.

Reduction of Civilians in Headquarters
In addition to the civilian manpower included in the ecarlier discus-
sions and title 111 of the military civilian personnecl reduction in base
. operations, training, medical and airlift, the Committec included a
reduction of some 9200 civilians from the requested levels for head-
quarters and administrative activities. For the past several years the
Committee has recommoended reductions in headquarters. While there
has been some reduction of military personnel in headquarters stafls,
the F'Y 1975 Defense request actually included an increased number of
civilians for these staffs. The requested civilian strength for command/
headquarters was 74,000, compared with 73,000 at the end of FY 73.
The Committee noted that the number of executive level and super-
grade civilians in the DoD request totalled 1611, up 139, from the
1422 on-board as of the end of FY 73. The Defense request includes
over 360 more top level civilians than general and flag officers. These
trends toward increasing numbers of civilians in headquarters staffs
must be reversed. However, this should not be done in a way that
weakens civilian control of the Defense Department. The Secretary
of Defense should insure that proper and effective means are available
for career development of a small, highly professional civilian staff that
can serve the civilian managers of DoD. This is particularly important
at the present time, when substantial numbers of experienced civilians
are leaving Defense employment under the new, earlier retirement
provisions and for other reasons. As with military personnel, the
emphasis in managing civilian personnel should be as quality rather
than quantity.
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Civilian Manpower Requirements

In making its review of overall civilian manpower requirements the
committee reviewed each of the major functional categories which
require civilian personnel. These are the same planning categories used
for military personnel and part of the discussion of these categories
under the active duty military scetion of this report included a dis-
cussion of eivilians. The following table shows how the Defense
civilian manpower request is distributed among these categories.

DOD CIVILIAN MANPOWER REQEST (END STRENGTHS, FISCAL YEAR 1975)

[in thousands}

Fiscal year—

1973 (acival) 1974 (plan) 1975 (request)
Strategic FOrees. . oo 15 16 11
General purpose forces. ... ..o L.l n - 78 82
Land forces. - . .cweoccmmo oo 39 40 43
Tactical air forces._ 13 14 5
Naval forces.._._ gl) g) 1
Mobitity forces 5 i 4 24
Auxitiary functions. .. T iz T 124
Intelligence and security.. 10 10 10
Communications. . cvuuaaoo- 16 17 15
Research and development__ 87 88 g7
Support to other nations__ 5 2 2
Geophysical activities ... ... 10 10 10
SUPPOTt FUNGHIONS .- ooeeoemomeecemeec e T 879 T e 912
Base operating support. .. ... ... 307 319 320
Traiming - . ooooooo_. 39 45 a7
Command/headquarters. 73 76 74
Logisties__.__.____. 389 389 385
Persannel support. 10 11 11

Medical support___.. ... 41 46
Reserve component support 20 26 26
Indirect Drect Indirect Direct Indirect Diregt
hire hire hire hire hire hire
Total DOD___..____._. 1,100 998 1,133 1,029 1,130 1,027
Army_. 405 333 430 356 431 359
Navy 315 305 . 318 308 315 306
Marine Corps. 19 16 21 13 21 18
Air Force. ... - 283 270 288 210 287 270
Defense Agencias . o ooeooeoccaeiiooceaca 73 73 77 76 76 75

t Includes indirect hire.
2 Direct hire.
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TITLE VI—-MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Committee recommendations

For reasons discussed below, the committee recommends approval
of the student loads as requested. The Secretary of Defense is re-
quired to adjust these training loads so that they are consistent with
the changes made in active duty, reserve and civilian personnel
strengths authorized in other titles of this bill.

Background

The Congress, commenecing with fiscal year 1974, is required to
authorize average military training student loads. Training ‘“loads”
represent the average number of military personnel that would be
found attending formal military training courses on any given day
during the year. Included are the following types of training:

(1) Recruit training includes all basie initial enlisted training for
all services for both active and reserve components. In all services,
it represents an introduction of the new enlisted man or woman
into military life.

(2) Officer Acquisition training includes training programs
through which officers are procured, such as the Service Military
Academies, the Resorve Officers Training Corps, Officer Candi-
date Schools and Enlisted Commissioning programs.

(3) Specialized training provides both officer and enlisted
personnel with the skills and knowledge necessary to perform
specific jobs or to operate or maintain specific picces of equipment.

(4) Flaght training provides the basic undergraduate flying skills
for pilots, navigators and Naval Flight Officers. This category
does not include. the major formal advanced combat training
programs which are beyond the scope of this authorization since
they are conducted by and for operational units. However, some
flight-related skills, such as the Air Force navigator/bombadier
and electronic warfare are included.

(5) Professional training includes military education, graduate
education, degree completion education and professional develop-
ment courses not leading to a degree. This training is accomplished
at both military and civilian institutions and includes: Senior
Service Schools, Staff Colleges, advanced degree programs,
Department of Defense schools such as the Defense Systems
Management School and enlisted leadership training.

The Committee notes with approval the improvements made in
developing the second annual Military Training Report. There is
still concern that some training is excluded from this report (e.g.:
advanced fllight training and training of civilians in military schools).

In fiscal 1975, the Department of Defense requested the following
training loads: .

(157)
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AVERAGE MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS, FISCAL YEAR 1975 BY COMPONENT AND MAJOR TRAINING

CATEGORY
Officer  Specialized Profes-
DOD component Recruit  acquisition skill Flight sional Total
Active:
ATMY e 30, 800 5,117 54,575 863 6,283 97,638
Navy.____. 16, 287 6,828 40,674 1,761 5,729 71,279
Marine Corps_. 13,339 503 9,347 1,036 2,037 26,262
Air Force 9,706 5,915 27,515 3,459 6,305
Subtotal toads_....___..._____ 70,132 18, 363 132,111 7,1.9 20, 354 248,079
Reserve:
4,875 . . _... 110 12,111
2,625 132 23 6,673
678 150 2,536
Marine Corps Res 1,824 288 52 3,403
Air National Guard. 685 3 162 2,359
Air Force Reserve. .. .._.....__. 402 33 62 1,176
Subtotal loads__...__.__._____ 11, 089 606 15, 326 562 625 28,208
DOD total loads._._..._.__.._. 81,221 18, 969 147,437 7,681 20,979 276, 287

Discussion

The committee approval of the authorization of training loads as
requested is not intended to indicate agreements with the proposed
training program. As discussed in the secion on active duty manpower
authorizations, the committee feels that there is much room for
efficiency in the training establishmert. However, the committee
is leaving to the discretion of the Secratary of Defense the specific
adjustments to be made in its training lcads as a result of the changes
made in the active duty, reserves and civilian strength authorization.
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TITLE VII-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sgc. 701—FUNDING AUTHORITY FOR SUPPORT OF SOUTH VIETNAMESE
MiritarYy FoRrcEs

Committee Recommendation—Funding Authority

Section 701 authorizes for appropriation $900 million for support of
South Vietnamese military forces during fiscal year 1974 of which
$212,300,000 is authorized for those items which require authorization
before appropriation—procurement of aircraft, missiles, tracked-
combat vehicles, and other weapons. Also $900 million is a ceiling

- limitation on obligations.

Other new provisions of the bill include (1) the establishment of a
separate appropriation and separate account for support to South
Vietnamese military forces, (2) a definite system for how and when
obligations are incurred, (3) explicit restrictions on the valuation of
support provided to South Vietnamese military forces, (4) a broader
and more realistic reporting requirement. In addition, a new provision
contains a restriction similar to prior years prohibiting military sup-
port for the Governments of Cambodia and Laos. Finally, the bill
preserves with only slight modification a provision in existing law
requiring agreement by the Government of South Vietnam to certain
terms of usage for defense articles furnished to South Vietnamese
military forces.

Two reporting requirements established in fiscal year 1966 dealing
with construction projects and contract auditing have been eliminated.

Background

During F'Y 1966, the committee first authorized Military Assistance
Service Funded (MASF)—a merger of funding for support to allied
forces in South Vietnam. Due to the high level of combat activity at
that time, it was inefficient and inappropriate to attempt to maintain
separate financial and logistic systems for support furnished to U.S.
forces and to other forces receiving U.S. military assistance. The effect’
of this merged funding was to provide military assistance through the
regular DoD appropriations.

In light of combat conditions, the Supplemental Military Author-
ization Report, 1966 stated:

“The Committee is aware that a requirement to maintain exact
accounts at the field level during the course of combat operations would
defeat the major purpose of this section, but it is expected that the
quarterly reports on the estimated value of support furnished by
country will be based on the most accurate data, including statistical
data that may be made available without impeding supply and
distribution in the combat areas.”

Thus the committee endorsed the use of statistical data and esti-
mates in accounting and reporting U.S. support to South Vietnam and
other free-world forces.

(159)
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In subsequent years the Department of Defense accounting of
MASF obligations has been inaccurate in part becauss of this diﬂicultsy
of determining which supplies and equipment were for use of U.S.
forces and which were for use of South Vietnamese and other free-
world forces. In addition, there was no clearly articulated system for
determining when an obligation arose. Obligations were not tied to
deliveries or consumption. Informal ground rules governed the treat-
ment of replenishing U.S. inventories with items which had been
provided to support South Vietnamese forces. Since there was no
separate account for military support to South Vietnam and other
free-world forces, overall audit reconciliation was impossible.

In FY 1970, Congress first imposed a ceiling on support to South
Vietnamese and other free-world forces. This ceiling, combined with
lower levels of U.S. troops and reduced combat activity in South
Vietnam, should have prompted more accurate DoD accounting of
MASF support. Unfortunately, the imprecision and statistical
estimating in the accounting system remained.

The full extent of past MESF accounting discrepancies is not known
at_this time. In fairness to the Defense Department it should be
pointed out that Congress never revised the crude accounting and
reporting requirements levied in FY 1966 even though by 1972 combat
conditions and the makeup of combat forces had changed signifi-
cantly. Hence the law never required accurate and timely accounting
of military support to South Vietnam. Nevertheless, DoD can be

justly criticized for failure to maintain a more realistic accounting of
MASF. :

Explanation of New Provisions

MASF authority in prior years allowad the Defense Department
to use obligational authority in Service line-item: accounts from
both present and prior year authorizations to fund support to South
Vietnam and other free-world forces. "

MASF was an annual authority and expired at the end of each fiscal
year. Since the committee did not include any MASF authority for
fiscal year 1975, all unused MASF authority automatically expires at
the end of fiscal year 1974. Hence the Defense Department has no
authority to use any unobligated balances in Service funds for support
of South Vietnamese military forces. Indeed, the Defense Department
has no authority to obligate any funds for support of South Vietnamese
military forces without specific authorization from Congress.

The fiscal year 1975 language would authorize furds in support of
South Vietnamese military forces which can be appropriated, admin-
istered, and accounted for only as a singls fund line item. The ration-
ale for the merged funding out of regular service appropriations no
longer exists. Accounting procedures designed to accommodate supply
operations to several allies during heavy combat conditions are now
inapproprnate.

Authorizing a single appropriation for military support rather than
preserving the service-funded approach does not do violence to any
prerogatives of the Appropriations Comraittecs. The intent is simply
to eliminate the confusion and inaccuracies that hsve accompanied
MASF accounting in previous years. A single appropriation and
account would provide greater visibility to Congress and would be
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subject to the same auditing and review procedures as any other
appropriations account. It would, for example, permit audits by the
General Accounting Office (GAO).

In addition, a single appropriation and account would facilitate the
transfer for fiscal year 1976 of military support from the regular
military appropriations to tho Military Assistance Program.

A new procedure for incurring obligations is established in the fiscal
year 1975 language whereby funds may be obligated only upon
issuance of orders by the Secretary of Defense for any military support
to South Vietnamese forces. While the issuance of such orders will
remain the responsibility of the Secretary of Defense, in practice
Chairman Stennis has asked that a “highly competent individual of
top reputation’ be assigned to_take full charge of the South Vietnam
military assistance program. This individual should supervise all as-
pects of the program both in the United States and in. South Vietnam.

All funds authorized for support of South Vietnamese military forces
shall be deemed obligated at the time the Secretary of: Defense issues
orders for such support. In addition, no support of any kind may be
made available to South Vietnamese military forces in any manner
unless a specific order is issued by the Secretary. This would apply to
making support available through gift, loan, lease or any form of
transfer. Under this procedure the treatment of “payback” or the
replenishment of U.S. inventories should be separate from. the treat-
ment of obligations incurred in support of South Vietnamese military
forces.

Another now subsection provides that $900 million will be the ceiling
limitation for all support to South Vietnamese military forces by
this or any other Act. This subsection is merely for emphasis since
the Defense Department has no authority to support South Vietnamese
military forces other than with the $900 million authorized by
Section 701. Although the Defense Department has, for example, an
estimated $30.4 million in unused authority for military construction
in Southeast Asia, this authority has been available in the past only by
annual MASF authorization and only under past MASK ceilings.
Under the new single account system any unused construction author-
ity applied during fiscal year 1975 for support of South Vietnamese
military forces. must be under the authority of Section 701 and be
counted under the ceiling limitation.

A further provision sets out restrictions on the valuation of U.S.
inventory items obligated for support to South Vietnamese military
forces. For regular inventory materials and supplies, the Department
of Defense must obligate at replacement cost, that 1s, the actual cost
for acquiring an itern of sirilar condition and model type. Excess
materials and supplies must be obligated at actual value.

A final provision modifies the reporting requirement for obligations
under this section. Unlike past practice, statistical estimates of obliga-
tions are not permitted. The Defense Department must report actual
obligations in exact amounts and the purposes for which such funds

were obligated.
Fiscal Year 1975 Request

_ The President’s fiscal vear 1975 budget requested $1.G billion
in obligational authority and included specific budget justification
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for new funds for programs totaling $1.45 billion. Of the $1.45 billion,
$287.3 million was for weapon systems and programs requiring
authorization.

The $287.3 million was spread by accotnt as follows:

Milliong

Army mijssiles_ $2.9
Army trac ed combat vehicles_._____________ ___________T"TTTTmTheT 11. 8
Army other weapons_________________________ T —TTTmTTTmTmT 2.7
Navy shipbuilding and eonversion____________ ___ " """"TTTTTTTmo 24 9
Navy ather weapons_ ... ___________________ T T TTTTTTTTITTRT 0.1
Air Foree wirveraft _______________ T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTC 245. 0
Total 287. 4

Commitlee Action on MASF Authorization Items

The committee recommends approval cf $212,300,000 for weapons
and other items requiring authorization. This is 8 reduction of
$74,978,000. The vartous programs which are recommended for re-
duction are as follows:

Thousands

A-37B ajreraft. ________ —$15, 700
Patrol gunbouats______________________ """ e —15, 700
Miscellaneous boats and eraft_____________________TTTTTTTTmTTTo -9, 200
M-113 armored personnel carrier___________________ T TTTTTTTTTmC -9, 400
M-60 machine gun____.________________ T _TTTTmTTTTTTmeC —100
M-125A1 mortar earrier_______________________"_TTTTTTTTTTTTC —800
M-202A1 rocket launcher_ ... _________________ T T7TTTmTTTTC — 100
C-130 ecargo aireraft. __.____________________ " "TTTTTTTTTTRTTC —22, 000
TOW missile launcher.________________________"TTTTTThTmm —2, 000
Total authorization items. ... __________________________ —75, 000

Justification for the above items provided to the committee did not
substantiate an urgent need for authorization as part of the fiscal
year 1975 program.,

The committee was advised by the Defense Department of a prob-
lem in obligating of all of the {urds provided fer Air Force aireraft
procurement for FY 1974, reimbursing the MAP account in the
amount of $69.3 million and, at the same time, remaining within the
overall MASFE ceiling of $1.126 Lillion. As a solution, the Department
proposed to defer full fundirg of the 71 F-5E airplanes authorized in
FY 1974 over to FY 1975. 'The committes has adviscd the Secretary
to fully fund the ¥-5E prograni in fsenl Year 16€74 and to defer
reimbursement of the MAF program for F-5As until the FY 1675
MAST funds are availuble, if MAP reimburcement still is desired.

Explanation of Committee Reduction in Authorized Amount of
3900 Million

The committee recommends an authorization ceilitig of 900 million
for fiscal year 1975 in licu of the request of $1.6 billion, Thix compares
with a ceiling of $1.009 hillion and new ohligational authority of
$813 millien for Sonth Vietnam in fiscal vear 1975. The remaining
amounts in the fiseal year 1974 program were for I.nos. The recom-
mended $900 million represents a balance betw cen rapid increases
in the cost of replacement equipment and petrolevm products and
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cost reductions made possible by such factors as the Jower level
of violence, decreased attrition, and the planned phase-out of sub~
stantial numbers of U.S. contractor personnel.

The committeo recognizes the importance of continuing to support
South Vietnamese armed forces by replacing the armaments, muni-
tions, and war material consumed in the continuing, though lessened,
military engagements. Since combat casualties have drepped by 75
percent in the past year, however, it is reasonable to expect that re-
duetions can be made in the previous levels of military assistance.

The committce does not believe that projected attrition and
assumptions of increased usage rates of air and ground munitions
are justified. The recommended authority should be sufficient to
sustain operations at only slightly belew the actual levels of the past
year, In addition, many items of equipment appear to be in excess
of what may be reasonably expected to be required.

Rather than authorizing funds for the sake of flexibility, the
committec believes that the MASE program should be governed
by fiscal stringency. Should a serious change oceur in the military
situation, of course, the committee would give prompt consideration
to a request to change the law in order to meet these unforcseen
needs. :

Accounting and Administration

After the committee acted on the bill, the Chairman, Senator Sten-
nis, made the following statement on tightening up administrative -
procedures for military aid to South Vietnam:

In recent weeks the Senate Committee on Armed Services
has devoted much time to the program of military aid for
South Vietnam. That program was originally designed to
finance a shooting war in which U.S. troops, South Viet-
namese, and others were engaged.

Tho after-the-fact accounting procedures which may have
been necessary for full-scale fighting with allies are wholly
inappropriate for providing aid to a single nation—South
Vietnam. T think this program must be tightened up and put
on a sound basis, and I am asking the Defense Department
and the White House to do that. ‘

In the pending Military Procurement Authorization Bill,
the Senate Armed Services Committee has provided a new
accounting format for military aid to South Vietnam. In
place of the merged accounting arrangement known as Mili-
tary Assistance Service Funded, MAST, our Committec has
set up for this assistance a separate appropriations account
which, in contrast to the present arrangement, would be sub-
ject to the same anditing and review procedures as any other
appropriations account. Among other things, it would be
subject to audit by the General Accounting Office. Obliga-

- tions would require approval by the Secretary and would be
charged immediately against the ceiling set by Congress.

To administer this new program, I think a highly com-
petent individual of top reputation should be assigned to take
full charge and supervise operations here and in South
Vietnam.
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I understand that the program will be the general respon-
sibility of the Secretary of Defense snd the Assistant Secre-
tary for International Security Affairs, but I want a top-man
assigned full-time to this job.

I favor a reasonable amount of military aid for South Viet-
nam in the wake of our withdrawal. I am sure, however, that
the Program must be put on a new basis which reflects the
present situation.

Suc. 702—REQUIRING STATUTORY APPFOVAL or SHIP TRANSFERS

Section 702 provides language that amends existing legislation to
require that naval vessels in excess of 2,000 tons or less than 20 years of
age be subject to statutory approval prior to disposal in any manner.
The section also provides that disposal of other ships not covered by
this section be subject to notification of the Committees on Armed
Services for 30 days prior to proposed disposition. This language was
added to the bill to insure that Congress is made aware of and approves
the disposal of our naval vessels that Congress has authorized.
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DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION

TwuE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, ‘
W ashington, D.C., February 4, 1974.
Hon. Gerarp R. Forp, "
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Drar Mk, Presioent: There is forwarded herewith legislation “To
authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1975 for procurement
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes,
and other weapons, and research, development, test and evaluation for
the Armed Forces, and to preseribe the authorized personnel strength
for each active duty component and of the Selected Reserve of each
Reserve component of the Armed Forces and of civilian personnel of
the Department of Defense, and to authorize the military training
student Joads and for other purposes.” This proposal is a part of the
Department of Defense legislative program for the 93d Congress, and
the Office of Management and Budget has advised that enactment of
the proposal would be in accord with the program of the President.
This proposal is also being sent to the Speaker of the House.

This proposal would provide authorization for appropriations as
needed for procurement in each of the categories of aircraft, missiles,
naval vessels, tracked combat vchicles, torpedoes, and for other weap-
ons for each of the military departments in an amount equal to the
new obligational authority included in the President’s budget for fiscal
year 1975. In addition, the proposal would provide fund authorization
in amounts equal to the new obligational authority included in the
President’s budget for fiseal year 1975 in total for each of the research,
development, test and evaluation appropriations for the military de-
partments and the defense agencies.

Title 1T of the proposal prescribes the end strengths for active duty

ersonnel of each component of the Armed Forces as required by sec-
tion 188(c) (1) of title 10, United States Code, in the number provided
for by new obligational authority in appropriations requested for these
components in the President’s budget for fiscal year 1975. ,

Title IV of the proposal provides for average strengths of the
Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the Armed Forces as
required by scetion 138(h) of title 10, United States Code, in the num-
ber provided for by the new obligational authority in appropriations
requested for these components in the President’s budget for fiscal year
1975.

Title V of the proposal is responsive in the new requirements con-

-~ tained in section 188 (c) of title 10, United States Code, which requires
that beginning with fiscal yesr 1975, the civilian personnel end
strengths for each component of the Department of Defense be author-
ized. Title V provides for end strengths for civilian personnel of the
Department of Defense in the number provided for by the new obliga-

(165)
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tional authority in appropriations requested for the Department of
Defense in the President’s budget for fiscal year 1975,

Language authorizing average training student loads is contained
in Title VI as required by section 138(d) of title 10, United States
Code; however, this proposal does not include, at this time, the actual
student load figures which this Department will request for fiscal year
1975. The requirement for authorization for average training student
loads was only recently enacted and fiscal year 1974 was the first year
in which such authorization was provided. Data is now being analyzed
and developed in order to determine the fiscal year 1975 requirements.
As soon as this data is available, but not later than March 1, 1974,
when the related report is required to be submitted to the Congress, the
necessary figures will be submitted to the Congress for inclusion in
Title VI of this proposal.

This pmposnpwould also include for fiscal year 1975 langnage au-
thorizing appropriations of the Department of Defense to be made
available for the support of Vietnamese military forces. The proposed
language is substantially identical to similar provisions in prior year’s
acts In its application to support for Vietnamese forces, except that for
clarity in light of recent congressional actions regarding public safety
programs, the language has been modified to make it expressly ap-

licable to Victnamese military forces rather than Vietnamese forces.

o reflect the reversion of support for T.aos to the Military Assistance
Program in fiscal year 1975, references to Laos have been deleted as
have been other obsolete references which no longer reflect the current
situation.

The reporting requirements of subsection (b) of section 401 of
Public Law 89-367, as amended, are considered permanent and would
be equally applicable to this provision.

Sincerely,
Jamus R. ScHLEsINGER.

Enclosure.

A BILL To authorize appropriations during tte fiscal year 1975 for procuremerit
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, trackec combat vehicles, torpedoes, and
other weapons, and research, development, fest and evaluation for the Armed
Forees, and to prescribe the authorized personnel strength for each active duty
component and of the Selected Reverve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces and of civilian personnel of the Department of Defense, and to
authorize the military training student loads and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

Src. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1975 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons as authorized by law,
in amounts as follows:

AIRCRAPT

For aireraft: for the Army, $339,500,000; for the Navy and the
Marine Corps, $2,960,600,000; for the Air Force, $3,496,600,000.
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MissiLes

For missiles: for the Army, $459,200,000; for the Navy, $620,600,000;
for the Marine Corps, $7 6,000,000; for the Air Force, $1,610,800,000.

Navar Vessers
For naval vessels: for the N avy, $3,562,600,000.
TrackED CoMBAT VEIICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $331,900,000; for the
Marine Corps, $80,100,000.
: TorpEpOTS

For torpedoes and related support equipment : for the Navy, $187,-
700,000.
Otrurr Wearons

For other weapons: for the Army, $58,400,000; for the Navy, $25,-
600,000 ; for the Marine Corps, $500,000.

TITLE IT—-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION

Src. 201, Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during the
fiscal year 1975 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United States
for research, development, test and eva) uation, as authorized by law, in
amounts as follows: ‘

For the Army, $1,985.976,000.

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $3,264,503,000;

Forthe Air Force, $3,518,860,000 ; and :

For the Defense Agencies, $555,700,000, of which $27 000,000 is
authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evaluation,

Defense.
TITLE IIT—ACTIVE FORCES

Sec. 301, For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974, and ending June
30, 1975, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an end
strength for active duty personnel as follows:

(1) The Army, 785,000;

(2) The Navy, 540,380;

(3) The Marine Corps, 196,398 ;
(4) The Air Force, 630,345,

TITLE IV—-RESERVE FORCES

Sec. 401. For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974, and ending
June 30, 1975, the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces will be programmed to attain an average strength of not
less than the following:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 379,848;
(2) The Army Reserve, 215,842

(3) The Naval Reserve, 107,526 ;

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 36,703 ;
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" (5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 89,128;
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 51,319
(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11,700. )
Seo. 402. The average strength preseribed by section 401 of this

title for the Selected Reserve of any Reserve component shall be pro-
portionately reduced by (1) the total authorized strength of units
organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such component
which are on active duty (other than for training) at any time dur-
ing the fiscal year, and (2) the total number of individual members
not in units organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such
component who are on active duty (other than for training or for
unsatisfactory participation in training) without their consent at any
time during the fiscal year. Whenever such units or such individual
members are released from active duty during any fiscal year, the
average strength for such fiscal year for the Selected Reserve of such
Reserve component shall be proportionately increased by the total
authorized strength of such units and by the total number of such
individual members.

TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Src. 501(a). For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974 and ending
June 30, 1975, the Department of Defense is authorized an end
strength for civilian personnel as follows:

(1) The Department of the Army, 858,717;

(2) The Department of the Navy, including the Marine Corps,
393,529 ;

(3) The Department of the Air Force, 259,709

(4) Activities and agencies of the Department of Defense (other
than the military departments), 75,372.

(b) In computing the authorized end strength for civilian person-
nel there shall be included all direct-hire ~ivilian personnel employed
to perform military functions administered by the Department of De-
fense (other than those performed by the National Security Agency)
whether in permanent or temporary posifions and whether employed
on a full time, part time, or intermittent basis, but excluding special
employment categories for students and disadvantaged youth such as
the Stay-in-School Campaign, the Tempcrary Summer Aid Program
and the Federal Junior Fellowship Program and personnel participat-
ing in the Worker-Traince Opportunity Program: Provided, That
whenover the secretary of the military department concerned or the
Secretary of Defense determines that the direct substitution of civilian
personnel for military personnel will result in economy without ad-
verse effect upon national defense, such substitution may be accom-
plished without regard to the numbers of civilian personnel author-
ized by this section: Provided further, That when a function, power,
or duty or activity is transferred or assigned to a department or agen-
¢y of the Department of Defense from a department or agency out-
side of the Department of Defense or from a department or agency
within the Department of Defense, the civilian personnel end strength
authorized for such departments or agencies of the Department of De-
fense affected shall be adjusted to reflect any increases or decreases In
civilian personnel required as a result of such transfer or agsignment.
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Skc. 502. When the Secretary of Defense determines that such
action is necessary in the national interest, he may authorize the
employment of civilian personnel in excess of the number authorized
by section 501: Provided, That the number of additional personne]
authorized to be employed pursuant to the authority of this section
shall not exceed one per centum of the total number of civilian per-
sonnel authorized for the Department of Defense by section 501 : Pro-
vided_further, That the Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify
the Congress of any authorizafion to increase eivilian personnel
strength pursuant to this authority.

TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Src. 601, For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974 and ending
June 30, 1975, cach component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
average military training student load as follows :

(1) The Army, ______________ ;
gQ The Navy, ______________ ; .
3) -The Marine Corps, -

(4) The Air Foree, —_____________ ;o
(5) The Army National Guard of the United States, _.__.___ ;
(6) The Army Reserve, ______________ H
7) The Naval Reserve, e
8) The Marine Corps Reserve, ._____________ ;
EQ) The Air National Guard of the United States, __________ ;
10) The Air Force Reserve, ______________ ;

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Src. 701. Subsection (a) (1) of section 401 of Public Law 89-367 ,
approved March 15,1966 (80 Stat. 37), as amended, is hereby amended
to read as follows

“(a) (1) Not to exceed $1,600,000,000 of the funds authorized
for appropriation for the use of Armed Forces of the United
States under this or any other Act are authorized to be made
available for their stated purposes to support Vietnamese mili-
tary forces on such terms and conditions as the Becretary of
Defense may determine: Provided, That nothing contained in
this section shall be construed as authorizing the use of any such
funds to support Vietnamese military forces in activities designed
to provide military support and assistance to the Government of
Cambodia or Laos.”

This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense Appropriation
Authorization Act, 19757, : L

GevtrAL CoUNSEL oF THE DEPARTMENT oF Drrrxse,
Washington, D.C., February 28, 1974.

Hon. Jou~x C. Srennis
Chairman Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Drar Mr. CHARMAN : Reference is made to Secretary Schlesinger’s
letter of February 4, 1974, which forwarded legislation “To author-
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ize appropriations during the fiscal year 1975 for procurement of
aireraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes,
and other weapons, and research, development, test and evaluation for
the Armed Forces, and to prescribe the authorized personnel strength
for each active duty component and the Sclected Reserve of each
Reserve component. of the Armed Forces and of civilian personnel of
the Department of Defense, and to authorize the military training
student loads and for other purposes.”

As indicated in that letter, the proposed legislation did not include
the average military training student loads in sectior. 601 which this
Department requests for fiscal year 1975. Attached is & copy of section
601 as introduced in S. 3000, 93d Congress, with the average military
training student load figures inserted.

These proposed training loads will be explained and justified in the
Military Manpower Training Report which is required to be submitted
to the Congress by section 138(d) of title 10, United States Code.
Pending transmittal of the report, we note that the proposed training
Joads for fiscal year 1975 exclude enrollees in college Reserve Officers’
Training Corps and Armed Forces Health Professions Scholarship
programs. These enrollees are not in active military status while under-
going training (except for brief periods of annual active duty pre-
scribed for reservist participants of the Armed Forces Health
Professions Scholarship program) and therefore authorization re-
quired by section 138(d) is not, in our opinion, applicable to such
enrollees. We call this matter to your attention since this Department’s
request for authorization for fiscal year 1974, the first year such
authorization was required, inadvertently included authorization for
such enrollees and this request was redected in the authorization
provided by the Congress.

The number of such enrollees excluded is as follows::

Armed Forces
h

healt
Coltege professians
. i ROTC scholarship
Sponsoring service program authorized
Army___.. 33, 564 1, 850
Navy____. 8, 100 1,578
Air Force ... 19, 260 1,575
EATO 1R e ) P SRS EP P PEETE DT L] 60,924 5,000
Sincerely,
I.. NTEDERLEENIR, A cting General Counsel.
Enclosure.
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- COMMITTEE ACTION

In compliance with the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 as
amended by the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970, there is set
forth below the Committee vote to report this bill, S. 3000 as amended.

In favor: Senators Stennis, Symington, Jackson, Ervin, Cannon,
MecIntyre, Byrd of Va., Tughes, Nunn, Thurmond, Tower, Dominick,
Goldwater, Scott of Va., and Taft.

Opposed : None.

Vote: 15 in favor; none opposed. Motion adopted,

The other roll call votes on amendments to the bill which were taken
up during the course of the mark-up have been made public and are
available at the committee,

a7y

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3

FISCAL DATA

With respect to 5-year cost projections, ander Public Law 91-510,
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 197C, certain Senate rules and
procedures were revised. Shown below is the legislative language.

Sec. 252(a) (1) The report accompanying each bill or joint
resolution of a public character reported by any coramittee of
the Senate (except the Committee on Appropriations) shall
contain—

(A) an estimate, made by such committee, of the costs
which would be insured in carrying out such bill or joint
resolution in the fiscal year in which it is reported and
in each of the five fiscal years following such fiscal year
(or for the authorized duration of any program author-
ized by such bill or joint resolution if less than five years),
except that, in the case of measures affecting the revenues,
such reports shall require only ar estimate of the gain
or loss in revenues for a one-year period; and

(B) a comparison of the estimate of costs described in
subparagraph (A) made by such. committee with any
estimate of costs made by any Federal agency; or

(C) 1in licu of such estimate or comparison, or both, a
statement of the reasons why compliance by the commit-
tee with the requirements of subparagraph (A) or (B),
or both, is impracticable.

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to consider any
such bill or joint resolution if such bill or joint resclution was
reported in the Senate after the effective date of this sub-
section and the report of that committee of the Senate which
reported such bill or joint resolution does not comply with
the provision of paragraph (1) of this subsection.,

Below is the letter received in compliancs with the legislation. This
bill is an annual authorization and does not, within its own terms,
generate costs beyond fiscal year 1975 even though the funds author-
ized to be obligated by this act may not be expended for several years
in the future. The fiscal year authorizations herein provided are re-
viewed annually by the committee and the Congress.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C.. May 8, 197 4.
Hon. Josix C. SteNNTs,

O hatrman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.8. Senate.

Dear Mr. Cumarman: In accordance with Section 252(b) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (PL 91-510), indicated below

(172)

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030012-3
173

is an estimate of how the $23,130.1 million authorization requested in
FY 1975 will be expended over FY 1975-1980 period :

Fiscal year: Millions
1976 [ R, ——- $7,400.0
1O e 8, 600. 0
1977 - —— R - 3, 800. 0
1978 . — —— - 1, 600. 0
1979 _ N [ 1, 000. 0
1980 _ - ——— —— - 730.1

The extreme uncertainty of future year Defense programs precludes
any precise estimates, but I can also provide the general estimate that
to support the forces contained in the Annual Defense Report on the
FY 1975 Budget, authorizations for procurement and RDT&L in the
range of §23-§25 billion (in FY 1975 dollars) would be required for
each of the next five years.

Sincerely,
B CLEMENTS.

' CoNGRESSIONAL AcTioN oN ProcurEMENT AND R.D.T. & E. AvurgoRr-
1IZATION REQUEsTSs

Authorization Senate House
Fiscal year request authorization authorization Conference Appropriated

$15,368, 601,000  §14,951,491,000  $15,856,301,000  $15,314,291,000  $14, 364, 690,000
17,185,300,000 17,040,140,000 16,914,800,000 16,967,0620,000 16,723 391,000
19,363,050,000  15,283,800,000  15,308,400,000 119)468,250,000 ! 19,320, 550,000
20,769,659,000  17,170,059,000  17,858,050,000 121, 404,459,000 121, 057, 559, 000
21,006,432,000  20,765,832,000  21,451,032,000  21,168,08%,000 20,149,432, 000
21,341,738,000  21,36,064,000 21 825,750,000 18,401,041, 000
10,088,836,000  21,347,800,000  20,710,502,000 2 19,311,520, 000
310,242, 889,000 _20,237,480,000 310,929, 089,000 3 18, 997, 376,000
» 359, 120, $21,016,417,000 521, 25,682,000 021 316,870,000 20,461, 502, 000
§23,272,071,000  20,521,671,000  21,318,788,950 921 588,747,000 19,567, 838, 000,
21,959,100,000  20,947,653,000  20,445,265,000  21,299,520,000 20,168, 205, 000

! Tneludes supplemental.

2 Of this amount, $350,000,000 to be derived by transfer from stock funds,

8 Includes $334,000,000 for Safeguard construction and family housing.

¢ Reflects budget amendment submitted subsequent to House Action (-1-$111,000,000).

3 Includes $183,600,000 for Safeguard construction and family housing.

¢ Includes $109,570,000 for Safeguard and construction family housing.

7 Includes $59,762,000 additional requested for civilian pay increases pursuant to Public Law 91-656.

8 Includes $3,000,000 for special forelgn curreney program for N avy under R.D.T. & E. appropriation;
includes fiscal year 1973 budget amendments of $54,000,000 for civilian personnel pay ralse, $254,800,000 for
1xq:arlous programs, and June 27, 1972, amendments of $770,000,000 for Southeast Asia and SALT related

ems.

? Includes $644,900,000 additional suthorization in section 801 of Public Law 92-570.

10 Includes $2,600,000 for special foreign currency program for Navy under R.D.T. & E. appropriation.

1 Does not include the Feb. 4, 1974, supplomental authorization request for procurement and R.D.T. & E.
%‘1 %he amount of $1,224,583,000.

otes:

During fiscal years 1964 and 1965 tracked combat vehicles were not sul];_j)ect to authorization action,

Ii)uring fiscal years 1964, 1965, and 1966 the emergency fund under R. & D. wes not subject to authorization
action.

Authorization for other weapons was not required prior to flseal year 1971,

Authorization for torpedoes and related support equipment not roequired prior to fiscal year 1972,
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Relationship of Authorization to Department of Defense
Appropriations

History oF Section 138, TrrLe 10, UnitEp StaTeEs CobpE
(Superseding “Section 412")

The jurisdiction of the committee so far as specific authorizations
are concerned was increased significantly in 1959 by the enactment
of section 412(b) of Public Law 86-149 which required congressional
authorization of appropriations for the procurement of aircraft,
;nhssﬂes, and naval vessels. That law was amended and expanded as

ollows:

In 1962 (Public Law 87-436) to require similar authorization of
appropriations for research, development, test, or evaluation asso-
ciated with aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels;

In 1963 (Public Law 88~174) to require authorization of appropria-
tions for all research, development, tesi, or evaluation carried on by
the Department of Defense;

In 1965 (Public Law 89-37) to require authorization of appropria-
tions for the procurement of tracked combat vehicles.

In 1967 (Public Law 90-168) to require annual authorization of
the personnel strengths of each of the Selected Reserves of the Reserve
components as a prior condition for the appropriation of funds for
the pay and allowances for the Reserve components.

In 1969 (Public Law 91-121) to require authorization of appropria-
tions for the procurement of other weapons to or for the use of any
armed force of the United States. (Essentially, heavy, medium, and
light artillery, antiaircraft artillery, rifles, machineguns, mortars,
small arms weapons, and any crew-fired piece using fixed ammuni-
tion); and

In 1970 (Public Law 91-441) to require authorization of appropria-
tions to or for the use of the Navy for the procurement of torpedoes
and related support equipment; and to require authorization of the
average annual active duty personnel strength for each component of
the Armed Forces as a condition precadent to the appropriation of
funds for this purpose; and

In 1972 (Public Law 92-436) to require annual authorization for the
average military training student loads for each component of the
Armed Forces, and modified the provisions relating to authorization
for active duty personnel strength.

In 1973 (Public Law 93-155), to require authorization for end
strength civilian employment for each component of the Defense
Department in each fiscal year.

Also, in 1973 these enactments were codified by section 803(a)
of Public Law 93-155 and codified intc title 10, United States Code,
as section 138. The law today, therefora, reads as follows:

§138. Secretary of Defense: Annual authorization of appropria-
tions for armed forces
(a) No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal year to or for the
use of any armed force or obligated or expended for—
(1) procurement of aircraft, missiles, or naval vessels;
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(2) any research, development, test, or evaluation, or procure-
ment or production related thereto;
(3) procurement of tracked combat vehicles;
(4) procurement of other weapons; or
(5) procurement of naval torpedocs and related support equip-
ment; :
unless funds therefor have been specifically authorized by law.

(b) Congress shall authorize the personnel strength of the Sclected
Reserve of each reserve component of the armed forces. No funds may
be appropriated for any fiscal year for the pay and allowances of mem-
bers of any reserve component of the armed forces unless the personnel
strength of the Selected Reserve of that reserve component for that
fiscal year has been authorized by law.

(¢) (1) Congress shall authorize the end strength as of the end of
each fiscal year for active-duty personnel for each component of the
armed forces. No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal year to or
for the use of the active-duty personnel of any component, of the armed
forces unless the end strength for active-duty personnel of that com-
ponent for that fiscal year has been authorized by law.

(2) Congress shall authorize the end strength as of the end of each
fiscal year for civilian personnel for each component of the Department
of Defense. No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal year to or for
the use of the civilian personnel of any component of the Department
of Defense unless the end strength for civilian personnel of that com-
ponent for that fiscal year has been authorized by law.

(8) The Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a written
report, not later than February 15 of each fiscal year, recommending
the annual active duty end strength level for each component of the
armed forces for the next, fiscal year and the annual civilian personnel
end strength level for cach component of the Department of Defense
for the next fiscal year, and shall include in that report justification
for the strength levels recommended and as explanation of the rela-
tionship between the personnel strength levels recommended for that
fiscal year and the national sccurity policies of the United States in
effect at the time. The justification and explanation shall specify in
detail for all military forces, including each land force division, carrier
and other major combatant vessel, air wing, and other comparable
unit, the—

(A) unit mission and capability:
(B) strategy which the unit supports; and
(C) arca of deployment and illustrative arcas of potential de-
ployment, including a description of any United States commit-
ment to defend such areas.
It shall also include a detailed discussion of (i) the manpower required
for support and overhead functions within the armed forces and the
Department of Defense, (ii) the relationship of the manpower required
for support and overhead functions to the primary combat missions
and support policies, and (iii) the manpower required to be stationed
or assigned to duty in foreign countries and aboavd vessels located
outside the territorial limits of the United States, its territories, and
possessions.

(d)(1) Congress shall authorize the average military training student

loads for each component of the armed forces. Such authorization is
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not required for unit or crew training student loads, but is required for
student loads for the following individua. training categories—

(A) recruit and specialized training;

(B) flight training;

(C) professional training in military and civilian institutions;

(D) officer acquisition training.
No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal year for trainin military
personnel in the training categories described in clauses (E)—(D) of
any component of the armed forces unless the average student load of
that component for that fiscal year has been authorized by law.

(2) The Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a written
report, not later than March 1 of each fiscal year, recommending the
average student load for each category of training for each component
of the armed forces for the next three fiscal years, and shall include
in that report justification for, and explanation of, the average student
loads recommended. '
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CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In compliance with paragraph 4 of rule XXIX of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law proposed to be made by
the bill are shown as follows: Existing law to be omitted is enclosed
in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, and existing law
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman.

TITLE VII—-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Seorron 401 or Pusric Law 89-367 (80 Star. 37), A3 AMENDED

Swc. 401. (a)[[(1) Not to exceed $1,126,000,000 of the funds author-
ized for appropriation for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States under this or any other Act are authorized to be made available
for their stated purposes to support: EA) Vietnamese and other free
world forces in support of Vietnamese forces, (B) local forces in Laos;
and for related costs, during the fiscal year 1974 on such terms and con-
ditions as the Secretary of Defense may determine. None of the funds
appropriated to or for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States may be used for the purpose of paying any overseas allowance,
per diem allowance, or any other addition to the regular base pay of
any person serving with the free world forces in South Vietnam if
the amount of such payment would be greater than the amount of spe-
cial pay authorized to be paid, for an equivalent period of service, to
members of the Armed Forces of the United States (under section
310 of title 87, United States Code) serving in Vietnam or in any other
hostile fire area, except for continuation of payments of such addi-
tions to regular base pay provided in agreéments executed prior to
July 1, 1970. Nothing in clause (A) of the first sentence of this para-
graph shall be construed as authorizing the use of any such funds to
support Vietnamese or other free world forces in actions designed to
provide military support and assistance to the Government of Cam-
bodia or Laos : Provided, that nothing contained in this section shall be
construed to prohibit support of actions required to insure the safe and
orderly withdrawal or disengagement of United States forces from
Southeast Asia, or to aid in the release of Americans held as prisoners
of war,

L(2) No defense article may be furnished to the South Vietnamese
forces, other free world forces in Vietnam, or to local forces in Laos
or Thailand with funds authorized for the use of the Armed Forces
of the United States under this or any other Act unless the govern-
ment of the forces to which the defense article is to be furnished shall
have agreed that—7]

(Z) There is authorized to be appropriated as a single approprio-
tion to the Deportment of Defense for the fiscol year ending June 30,
1975, the sum of $900,000,000, including $212,300,000 for procurement

Q77
31-683—74——13
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of aircraft, missiles, tracked combat veiicles, and other weapons, to
support South Vietnamese military forces, Such appropriation shall
be adininistered and accounted for as one fund and may be obligated
only by the issuance of orders by the Secretary of Defense for such
support. Funds appropriated pursuant to this section shall be deemed
obligated af the time the Secretary of Defense issucs orders authoriz-
ing support of any kind to South Vietnomese militury forces. No sup-
port herein authorized may be made avzilable in any manner unless
pursuant to @ specific order issued by the Secretary.

(2) No defense article may be furnisied to the South Vietnamese
forces with funds authorized for the use of the Armed Forces of the
ITnited States wnder this or any other Act unless the Government of
the Republic of South Vietnam shall have agreed that—

“(A) it will not, without the consent of the President—

“(1) permit any use of such article by anyone not an officer,
employee. or agent of that government,

“(i1) transfer, or permit any officer, employee. or agent of
that government to transfer such article by gift, sale, or
otherwisc, or

“(iii) use or permit the use of such article for purposes
other than those for which furnished;

“(B) it will maintain the security of such article, and will pro-
vide substantially the same degree of security protection afforded
to such article by the Tnited States Government :

“(C) it will, as the President may require, permit continuous
observation and review by, and furnish necessary information to,
representatives of the United States Government with regard to
the use of such article; and

“(D) unless the President consents to other disposition, it will
return to the TTnited States Government for such use or disposi-
tion as the President considers in the best interests of the United
States, any such article which is no longer needed for the purposes
for which it was furnished.

The President shall promptly submit a veport to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President of the Senate on the im-
plementation of each agrecment entered into in compliance with this
paracraph. The President may not give his consent under clause (A)
or (D) of this paragraph with respect to any defense article until the
expiration of fifteen days after written notice has been given to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President of the
Senate regarding the proposed action of the President with respect to
such article. As used in this paragraph the term ‘defense article’ shall
have the same meaning preseribed for stch term in section 644(d) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. In order to allow a reasonable
period of time for the Department of Defense to comply with the
requirements of this paragraph, the provisions of such paragraph
shall hecome effective sixty days after the date of enactment of this
aragraph.

I (b) Within 30 days after the end of each auarter. the Secretary of
Defense shall render to the Committees ont Armed Services and Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of Representatives a report with
respect to the estimated value by country of support furnished from
appropriations authorized to be made under this subsection.
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L(c) The Sceretary of Defense shall furnish to the Committees on
Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives a descrip-
tion of all construction projects, including cost estimates and periodic
reports, made available to the Secretary of Defense simultaneously
with the receipt of such information from the persons responsible for
the construction of such projects in support of Vietnamese and other
free world forces in Vietnam. Whenever such construction projects,
involving $1,000,000 or more, are performed by private contractors, the
Secretary of Defense or his representative in Vietnam shall report to
the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives the name or names of such private contractors, the amounts
involved in each. contract, a copy of the report in support of each
progress payment, and a_complete report prior to final payment.

L(d) The Secretary of Defense shall also furnish to the Armed Serv-
ices Committees of the Senate and Iouse of Representatives complete
information regarding the alternative methods of adequately anditing
contracts which he and the Comptroller General have agreed upon
prior to the execution of any contract which would waive the pro-
visions of section 2313 (b) of title 10, United States Code.J

(b) No funds authorized by this or any other Act to or for use by
the Department of Defense may be obligated in the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, for support of South Vietnamese military forces in any
amount in excess of the amount of $900,000,000.

(¢) Any obligation incurred against funds authorized wnder this
section sholl, in the case of nonexcess materials and supplies furnished
from the inventory of the Department of Defense, be equal to the re-
placement cost thereof at the time such obligation is incurred, and in
the case of ewcess materials and supplies, be equal to the actuol value
thereof at the time such obligation is incurred.

(d) No funds authorized by this section may be used in any way to
support Vietnamese or other forces in actions designed to provide mili-
tary support and assistance to the Government of Cambodia or Laos.

(e) Within 30 days after the end of each quarter of the fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense shall submat to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a written
report regarding actual obligations incurred against funds appro-
priated pursuant to this section. Such report shall indicate the differ-
ent purposes for which such obligations were incurred and the amounts
thereof, together with such other information as the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate.

UNITED STATES CODE, TITLE 10—ARMED FORCES
' Subtitle C—~Navy and Marine Corps

* @ * " * * *
PART IV—GENERAL ADMINISTRATION
#* % #* * * % *

Chapter 633—NAVY VESSELS
Ed B E3 £ £ sk L

§ 7307. Restriction on disposal
. (a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, no battleship,
aircraft carrier, cruiser, destroyer, or submarine of the Navy may be
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sold, transferred, or otherwise disposed of, unless the Chief of Naval
Operations certifies that it is not essential to the defense of the United
States.

[(b) Without authority from Congress granted after March 10,
1951, no battleship, aircraft carrier, cruiser, destroyer, or submarine
that has not been stricken from the Naval Vessel Register under sec¢-
tion 7304 of this title, nor any interest of the United States in such
fb vessel, may be cold, transferred, or otherwise disposed of under any

aw.

() (1) After the date of enactment of this paragraph, no naval
wvessel in excess of 2,000 tons or less than 20 years of age maoy be sold,
leased, granted, loaned, bartered, transferred, or otherwise disposed of
unless the disposition thereof has been approved by law enacted ofter
such date of enactment.

(2) After the date of enactment of this paragraph, any naval vessel
not subject to the provisions of paragraph (1) may be sold, leased,
granted, loaned, bartered, transferred, or otherwise disposed of in ac-
cordance with applicable provisions of law only after the Secretary
of the Nuvy, or his designee, has notificd the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives in writing of
the proposed disposition and 30 days cf continuous session of Con-
gress have empired. following the date on which notice was transmitted
to such committes. For purposes of this paragraph, the continuity
of a session of Congress is broken only by an adjournment of the Con-
gress sine die, and the days en which cither House is mot in session
because of an adjournment of more than 8 days to a day certain are
cacluded in the computation of such 30-day period.
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INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR HUGHES

In the months since the Senate acted on last year’s military pro-
curement bill, we have witnessed a war in the Middle East, an accel-
erated program of Soviet weapons testing, and, thus far, a failure to
conclude & second strategic arms limitation agreement. These develop-
ments should make clear that we still live in a world of uncertainty
and potential violence. Consequently, we need the capacity to deter
any potential enemy.

Over the years the United States has developed a terrifying arsenal
of nuclear weapons and delivery systems plus conventional forces
which give us the ability to respond to a fu% array of military con-
tingencies. We have also maintained a vigorous research and develop-
ment effort to preserve and extend our technological superiority in
weaponry.

For fiscal year 1974 the Congress appropriated nearly $74 billion
for the: Department of Defense, including vast sums for new nuclear
submarines, a new strategic bomber, and continued improvements in
our existing bombers and missiles. A year ago, the United States had
the capability to deliver 6,784 strategic nuclear warheads against po-
tential enemy targets, more than threc times the capability of the
Soviet Union: Since that time, the United States has added 1,156 war-
heads to its arsenal while the Soviet Union has added about 400.

Clearly, we have and shall continuc to have for the foreseeable
future sufficient military forces to withstand even a massive surprise
attack against our country and then retaliate with devastating effect.
For example, defense analysts drawing on unclassified sources calcu-
late that either 85 Poscidon missiles (less than six boat loads) or 110
Minuteman ITI missiles could kill 87 million people in the Soviet
Unijon (15 percent of the population) and destroy 89 percent of that
nation’s industrial capacity. By the deadly logic of deterrence, no
nation would risk such assured destruction by starting a nuclear war.

Despite this “balance of terror” and the continued improvements in
our forces, the Defense Department has requested a 15 percent increase
in the military budget, while virtually all other departments of gov-
ernment are asking less in constant dollars because of inflation and
some even less in dollar amounts than last year. The Secretary of
Defense has also admitted that his budget was padded at the last
moment with several billions of dollars to fight our current recession,
although most economists agree that more jobs would be created by
directing spending into more socially useful programs such as educa-
tion, housing, and health.

We are confronted, in short, with a defense budget which is excessive
in terms of our military needs and which undermines programs to deal
with our domestic needs. It is a tragic distortion of our national priori-
ties, for example, to spend as much to maintain our own military pres-
ence in Southeast Asia as we will spend on all federal drug abuse pre-

(181)
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vention programs, or to pour far more mcney into the costly and un-
necessary B-1 bomber than we will spend for research on either cancer
or heart disease.

Yet those are the budgetary facts of life, The Pentagon gets billions
to develop new ways to kill, and other agencies have to beg for funds
to heal.

We have been so obsessed by the threat of external attack that we
have ignored or neglected the clear signs of our internal stagnation
and decay. Families which are struggling to pay skyrocketing bills for
food, clothing, housing, and education are nevertheless taxed hundreds
of dollars each year to prepare for hypothetical contingencies in
dozens of countries around the globe.

Our military planners are simply doing their jobs by offering pro-
grams and weapons to deal with every conceivable situation. It is up
to the Congress and the President. to draw the line and set the priorities.

Too often, I belicve, we have focnsed narrowly on this yvear’s effort
compared to last year’s, or this system compared with the older, less
sophisticated one which it is intended to replace. We have rarely, if
ever, addressed the broad assumptions or. which our force levels are
based or the trade-offs between programs, such as surface-to-air mis-
siles and fighter-interceptors, which contribute to the same mission,

In addition to questions of cost, management, and comparative
capability, we must ask whether a given program or policy will make
war more or less likely and whether it w'll inhibit or facilitate arms
control agreements.

On that basis, we wonld probably reject such destabilizing pro-
grams as warhead yield and accuracy improvements, the submarine-
Jaunched cruise miseile (SLCM), new tactical nuclear weapons, con-
tinued proliferation of multiple-warhead missiles, and overseas base
expansion into such areas as the Indian Ocean.

In the long run., we want to build a stable deterrent force which will
keep the nuclear powers from ever resorting to war to resolve political
disputes.

To do this, we have to shed many assumptions and practices of the
past—such as our belief in large standing armies ready to act as world
policeman and our preference for nuclear superiority when other na-
tions can casily achieve parity.

We need to redefine America’s military role in the world so that we
will not jump blindly or recklessly into conflicts but will be ready and
able to act effectively when a national consensus, reached through our
Constitutional processes, demands it.

And, fundamentally, we must train and build a military force that
is fully responsive and subordinate to civil'an control.

STRATEGIC PROGRAMS

Despite the arms limitation agreements of 1972, the Defense Depart-
ment wants to press ahead with many new strategic programs, in-
cluding several which could not be deployed under the terms of those
agreements. And though some of these are justified as “bargaining
chips” for SALT, our previous experience has been that these chips
are never cashed in, but rather remain as IQU’s for our taxpayers for
years into the future.
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This year the Seccretary of Defense is requesting over half a billion
dollars for a collection of strategic initiatives—over and above the
continuing costly programs to improve or replace our existing triad of
bombers, ICBM’s and submarine launched ballistic missiles
(SLBM’s). While several of these new programs may contribute to a
more stable, more survivable nuclear balance, the overall impact of
these initiatives is to fire the starting gun on a new round in the arms
race.

In truth, many of these programs turn our “defense” budget into an
“offense” budget.

Yield and Accuracy Improvements: The most dangerous and de-
stabilizing part of this bill is the $77 million for three programs to
increase the yield and accuracy of our missiles. Thirty-two million
dollars is proposed to increase the accuracy of our Minuteman ITI
missiles; $25 million will go for a higher yield Mark 12A warhead;
and $20 million will support an effort to develop a Maneuvering Re-
entry Vehicle (Marv) with terminal guidance which would give our
missiles pinpoint accuracy.

These programs represent a sudden reversal of the policy of the
Congress and the Defense Department against developing weapons
which might be construed as having a hard-target or first-strike poten-
tial, a policy propounded by every recent Secretary of Defense, includ-
ing Mr. Schlesinger, and reiterated by the Congress in the resolution
approving the interim agreement on offensive weapons,

Now Mr. Schlesinger sidesteps his earlier statement by arguing
“that no nation could ever achieve a first-strike capability so long as
nuclear submarines remain invulnerable. This position ignores the
many previous arguments that we could not tolerate a Soviet capabil-
ity to destroy at one blow any component of our strategic forces, in par-
ticular our ICBM’s. Since the USSR, lacking intercontinental
bombers, relies on ICBM’s for the bulk of its strategic force, any poten-
tial U.S. hard target capability wounld be considered dangerous and
destabilizing. Whatever marginal gains we would make in the effi-
ciency and kill probability of our forces would more than likely be
upset by new Soviet offensive systems.

In fact, we do not need these hard target programs in order to have
a flexible response to the full range of hypothetical nuclear exchanges.
Secretary Schlesinger has admitted, “We can devise sclective, floxible
strikes with our existing array of weaponry.” The new programs
merely increase the efficiency and probable effcctiveness of our existing
weapons,

Already our land-based missiles have an accuracy of less than a
quarter of a mile, which is certainly sufficient to destroy above-ground
structures and, to some degree, even hardened missiles. Further im-
provements, by reducing the uncertainty about the effects of an attack,
increase the likelihood of war.

A nation threatened by a high probability of a one-shot obliteration
of its ICBM’s would prudently adopt a hair-trigeer launch-on-warn-
ing strategy in order to use its missiles before they were destroyed in
their silos. Ambiguous evidence from carly warning systems could
thus prompt a kill-or-be-killed decision. And once one nation has
successfully demonstrated a hard-target system, no other nation could
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verify or be sure that that capability had not been extended to enough
of the force to provide a disarming first-strike potential.

Furthermore, assumptions about greater flexibility undermine the
now clear firebreak between conventional and nuclear war. For if na-
tional leaders think that they can get away with limited, selective
strikes, they may be more willing fto try them. In fact, even such
limited counter-force strikes would have substantial collateral, civilian
damage. A hard-target Soviet strike against our Minuteman force
alone, for example, would kill between five and ten million Americans,

The cost of these improvements, if fully implemented, would prob-
ably run to several billions of dollars. Such huge expenditures would
leave us poorer in resources, less secure because of a less stable mili-
tary balance, and only slightly more capable of selective nuclear
attacks. ,

These programs are not needed now, cspecially since we have not
yet succeeded in putting limits on existing strategic forces. Official
mntelligence estimates conclude that the USSR could not have the
capability for a disarming strike against our Minuteman force be-
fore several years into the future. And this would require a Soviet
willingness to spend the equivalent of $30 billion to replace the current
SS-11 force with SS-19’s and $12-$15 billion to replace the SS-9
with the SS--18. There is still time, in other words, to halt this danger-
ous trend before either side goes too far, and even time for the United
States to respond prudently 1f such efforts fail.

SLCM: Another unnecessary program is the Navy’s plan to develop.
a strategic eruise missile which could be launched from our submarine
torpedo tubes. The SLCM would be a costly but less capable addition
to our existing Triad.

The air-launched cruise missile (ALCM) would at least provide
the option for a stand-off bomber/miscile system, but the SLCM,
which could not be recalled once launched and which would be even
slower than a bomber in reaching its assigned target, would add little
to our strategic posture. Moreover, use of such missiles would expose
to enemy attack the subs from which they were launched, thus reduc-
ing their current invulnerability.

Worst of all, it would be difficult or impossible to set verifiable limits
on such cruise missiles once they are developed. We should stop this
program now.

B-1 Bomber: This program is in even worse trouble now than last
year. The total program cost has jumped from $13.6 billion to $15.0
billion, and the per plane cost from $56.0 million to $61.5 million
in the past six months. Major milestones have slipped further and
further into the future. And performence characteristics continue
to fall below the design specifications.

The Secretary of Defense seems to have begun to hedge his own
options by initiating programs which could provide alternatives to
the B-1. in particular the ALCM and a new ICBM which may be air-
launched or ground-mobile. Unfortunasely, he is still unwilling to
cut his losses by terminating the B-1 program.

The General Accounting Office has reviewed the B-1 and existing
alternatives, not including the standoff option, and has concluded
that “The deterrence mission can be accomplished, in varying degrees,
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by any one of the systems analyzed.” GAO also found that “Total pro-
duction costs for the projected B-1 fleet will significantly exceed
the production costs of other options.” The B-1 would, however, pro-
vide the most advanced operational capabilities if it did meet perform-
ance goals.

The prudent course would be to give much more serious study to a
force mix of existing alternatives and the new programs relafed to
the standoff option. While a major study is currently under way in
the Pentagon, the Congress should insist on consultation about the
assumptions on which that study is based and should then carefully
review the results,

The Armed Services Committee action in denying funds for a
fourth prototype aircraft is a sensible, though token, step. We should
be willing to admit our mistake in continuing this program and con-
centrate our resources in other, more promising areas.

OVERSEAS DEPLOYMENTS

There are still too many Americans in uniform overscas. Except
for some reductions in Southeast Asia, particularly Thailand, the
U.S. military presence abroad remains the same. We have not yet
begun to put the Guam Doctrine into practice.

While we can debate the precise figures and timing for troop reduc-
tions, the basic point is that we must move in that direction in the years
ahead. The days of global interventionism are over, poisoned by the
tragic experience of Vietnam and undermined by the growing mili-
tary power of other nations. For the long run, we must rely on the
fighting ability of our allies, supplemented by U.S. forces only when
a major nuclear power intervenes and threatens our vital interests.

We should retain, not a far flung military establishment ready for
major war, but rather an emergency rescue force which can act in those
situations where our Constitutional processes determine it is necessary.
Outside of Europe, we do not need to be fully ready for major conven-
tional wars. :

Europe is a special case, both because of our long standing alliance
.and because of the nuclear environment there. Even so, we should
consider the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks
not as an exercise in propaganda and delay, but rather as an important
opportunity to establish a new, stable, and less costly military balance.

I am pleased with the Committee action in adopting proposals by
Senator Sam Nunn, for I believe that these are important steps toward
strengthening our NATO forces and reducing the nuclear threshhold.

In the Middle Fast, we have demonstrated our concern for main-
taining a military balance among the conflicting nations, and we
have facilitated genuine progress toward a lasting settlement. We
should remain ready to provide diplomatic and material support, short
of the direct involvement of U.S. forces in combat.

Although important questions will be raised in the discussion of the
military construction bill as it relates to the proposed base expansion
at Diego Garcia, our Government should act now to agree to limita-
tions on great power involvement in the Indian Ocean. We should not
jump headlong into a new arms race in that area, which is peripheral
to our vital interests.
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MILITARY AID TO SOUTH VIETNAM

The Committee reached a significant consensus to limit U.S. miki-
tary aid to South Vietnam to $900 million in fiscal year 1975. This
action should be a signal to the Saigon government that it no longer
has a blank check to draw on our Treasury.

At a time when the North Vietnamese Government has received
drastically reduced military assistance from its allies, I do not believe
that the United States should inerease its own aid to Saigon. Much
of the justification of funds for South Vietnam is based on inflated and
unreasonable assumptions about the level of continuing conflict in that
avea, and I hope that the Appropriations Committee will examine
these requests on the basis of later evicence in order to make further
senstble reductions in this request.

Our aid should be structured so as to encourage the transition from
a military to a political struggle. While both sides have obviously
violated certain provisions of the Paris cease-fire agreements, we should
not compound those violations by giving any more than the piece-far-
piece replacement items permitted under those agreements. And we
should do all within our power to require the Saigon government to
abide fully by the political provisions agreed to at Paris.

There are many other items in this bill which are questionable or
reducible, but T shall not make those arguments here,

Since 1 shall be leaving the Senate, [ will not have another oppor-
tunity to wrestle with the defense budget. I am alarmed, however, at
the complacency with which the Congress views this massive commit-
ment of our resources.

We are moving toward ever larger military budgets, which will be
justified in part by a continuing inflation which is fueled by spend-
ing on defense rather than on other programs. Theare is no reason. in
my view, to allocate even a fixed share of our gross national product
for military purposes. The six per ceat which now seems to be the
target figure 1s still significantly greater than what most of our allies
decm necessary.

We are moving toward a force structure so weighted with complex
and costly weapons systems that we are dangerously sacrificing quan-
tity for only marginally better quality. Despite our vast expendi-
tures, we wind up with fewer planes and ships and tanks.

We can reverse these trends and still protect our national security.
‘We can defend ourselves and still improve the nation which our forces
are intended to defend.

But fundamentally, we need to change our basic assumptions which
have locked us into a military-technslogical-budgetary spiral. We
have been prisoners of fear rather than hopeful workers for a truly
peaceful world.

War can never build, only destroy. If we are to build a world of har-
mony, social progress, and peaceful change, we have to prevent war,
especially that nuclear conflict which could devastate what we now
know as civilization,
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Some military expenses are necessary as a kind of insurance policy
against irrationality and barbarity, but we must not neglect long-term
investments to malke life more bearable now.

After all, our capacity for violence must never be allowed to dimin-
ish our reverence for life.

Senator Harorp Hucuss,
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INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF US. SENATOR THOMAS J.
McINTYRE

Buried in the obscure details of this bill’'s R&D section are three
programs which, if approved, would drastically and dangerously
alter our national strategic policy. These programs would greatly
increase the accurace of our Minuteman III, double their yield, and
develop a terminally guided MARV (raaneuverable reentry vehicle)
which would give our SLBM’s, as well as our Minutemen, nearly
perfect accuracy. The net effect of these programs would be to give us
the ability to destroy efficiently large numbers of Soviet missiles in
their hardened silos.

1 have opposed these counterforce programs in the Armed Services
Committee and will continue to do so on the Floor of the Senate for
the following reasons:

(1) These counterforce programs will put hair trigger on nuclear war.

The stable nuclear peace that the world has enjoyed in recent years
has been secured by the confidence each side has had in the surviva-
bility of its retaliatory forco—cven after an all out attack. This
stability would be undermined by groater counterforce capabilities
on either side.

Our threat to Soviet ICBM’s might motivate them fto strike first
in & period of international tension. These programs would, therefore,
produce an international wild-west filled with the fears and dangers of
a nuclear “fast gun.” :

(2) Whether the Soviet threat to our Minuteman, these counterforce
programs would do nothing to meet that threat.

Our real choice is not between strength and weakness but choosing
a kind of strength that will meet the threat. And no matter how
accurate or powerful our Minuteman may become these improve-
ments would not make them one iota less vulnerable to any projected
Soviet threat against them. In fact they would make them less secure
since they might draw Soviet fire.

The effective counter to any projected threat to our Minutemen
from Soviet MIRVed heavy missiles are programs that will insure
the survivability of our own deterrent. This is our critical R&D task
in strategic arms.

The Military R&D Subcommittec, which T chair, therefore recom-
mended support of all DOD requests, even some questionable ones,
which will insure the survivability of our strategic forces. R&D pro-
orams in. this bill would give us a number of alternative ways to deny
the Soviet any real counterforce advantage-- by mobile deployment
of our ICBM’s in the air or on the ground; defending our ICBM s
with & dedicated missile defense; or augmenting our strategic force
through alternative systems such as the air launch cruise missile.

The continuation of the R&D arms race is unattractive no matter
what route we choose. But R&D programs dedicated to survivability
do meet the threat and they do not add to nuclesr instability.

(188)
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(3) There is no military requirement Jor these counterforce programs.

‘The R&D Subcommittee I chair held searching hearings into our
strategic requirements.

DOD’s witnesses assured us that we can now confidently destroy
all Soviet civilian targets, all soft military targets, and a number of
bhard military targets. The only thing we cannot do is confidently
destroy a large number of very hard military targets (hardened silos)
efficiently. Such an increased counterforce capability is not necessary
to our deterrent even as defined by the new flexible response doctrine.

(4Y These programs don’t give us the kind of strength we need to succeed,
at SALT:.

These counterforce programs will give the Soviets a military reason
to go ahead with their MIRV deployment and will, therefore, work
against our key goal at SALT—a Soviet acceptance of a verifiable
-agreement to restrict deployment of their new MIRVed heavy missiles.

Moreover, since these programs will require the Soviets to further
harden their silos, their carth moving and construction will complicate
any independent verification by obscuring detection of MIRVed de-
ployment or other modernization they might do at the same time.

Our imposing, dynamic Trident program plus our continued de-
velopment of B-1, plus continued modernization and improvement
of our Minutemen, plus our active retention of the option of MIRV-
ing additional Minatemen, plus our R&D of Mobile ICBMs, plus
our R&D of site defense, plus our continucd MIRYV conversion of
our submarine fleet, plus R&D on sub and air launched cruise missiles,
will insure that our military position at SAT/T LI will be a powerful
incentive for the Soviets to come to a serious and secure agreement.

But most important, concentrated support of those R&D programs
which would enhance the survivability of our deterrent speaks with
unmistakable clarity and force to the Soviets that we will never let
them put a substantial part of our strategic force at risk. We, thereby,
give them the most compelling motive to restrain their destabilizing
MIRYV technologies and come to a secure agreement at SALT. If they
refuse, we will have technologically prepared ourselves to take what-
ever practical steps are necessary to assure the survivability of our
deterrent.

(5) These programs would reverse previously stated DOD policy and
overwhelming recent Congressional 0P Position.

In 1971 DOD opposed Senator Buckley’s counterforce amendments
saying, “Itis the position of the United States not to develop a weapons
system whose deployment could reasonably be construed by the Soviets
as having a first strike capability. Such a deployment might provide
an incentive for the Soviets to strike first.”’

DOD understood then that the question was not whether we could
actually achieve first striko, but whether conservative Soviet analysts
could reasonably construe greater accuracy as leading to a first strike
capability. The counterforce proposals currently in dispute certainly
could be so construed.

In 1971 the Senate, led by Senator Stennis, rejected a Buckley
amendment for improved Minuteman accuracy by a vote of 66 to 17.
In 1972 the Senate conferences insisted that g $20 million DOD
request for Silo kill accuracy in the post-SALT supplemental be
deleted in conference. In both cases there was a full appreciation
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that such R&D programs would break new ground and set dangerous
new policy.

The threat of a run-away arms race which has heen raised during
the last vear by Soviet development of MIRV’s and our frustrations
at SALT II make it all the more necessary that we not develop
increased counterforce capabilities which would only further fuel the
Ré&D arms race.

In sum, the counterforce proposals are the most dangerously
destabilizing requests to come before my Military R&D Subcommittee
in its six years of existance. Most disputes about R&D are in essence
about money or management, important consiclerations to be sure.

But the debate on these requests could litevally mean life or death—
of the human race.

And I therefore pray that the Senate will reject them and insist
instead on proven policies of nuclear stability, assured survivability of
our deterrent, real military strength designed to meet any projected
Soviet threat, and bargaining strength that will help, not hamper
our efforts to curb the arms race through SALT 1.

THOMAS J. McINTYRE.

O
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